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ABSTRACT
This study 1) described secondary business educators on demographic 
variables; 2) described the self-directed learning level o f business educators according 
to the OCLI and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming; 3) determined if 
relationships existed between learning levels and selected variables; 4) developed a 
graphic model to explain the relationships of self-directed learning level; 5) 
determined if  demographic variables can be used to explain variance in self-directed 
learning level; 6) determined if  demographic variables can be used to explain variance 
in self-directed learning level; and 7) determined if the perceived importance of 
learning resources can be used to explain variance in self-directed learning level.
Most Pennsylvania business educators were female, married, Caucasian, 
tenured and experienced in the classroom. Business teachers are moderately-strong 
self-directed learners according to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming and 
higher than average according to the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory.
The grand mean o f the self-learning resources was identified as important to 
learning on the job and was the only demographic variable that explained variance in 
self-directed learning levels. The learning resource experimentation, media (audio, 
T.V., video tapes), preparing to teach, consultation, and electronic media explain 
variance in self-directed learning level.
Developing business teachers’ abilities to be self-directed learners within pre-
and in- service teacher education programs, and placing teachers within a supportive
environment results in self-directed workplace learners. Teacher educators should
integrate self-directed learning within the curriculum.
xiv
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Education is a continually redefining field of study. Educational initiatives and 
technological innovations are the driving forces of this redefinition. One such 
initiative, The Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS,
1991), has identified the competencies needed by business and industry for workers to 
be employable. Rapidly advancing trends in technology such as the computer,
Internet, and multimedia are also changing the education profession. These 
educational initiatives and technological innovations demand that educators continue 
to learn and to produce students who are capable of meeting the needs of business and 
becoming productive citizens within the society. This role is not a new one for 
education; however, it is a role that has been redefined at an ever increasing pace.
The concept of teaching students to learn how to learn, or to be self-directed 
learners, is not new. Knowles (1975) identified short term and long term reasons self­
directed learning is important for students and teachers. One immediate reason self­
directed learning is important is proactive learners, individuals who take the initiative 
to learn, are better at learning than those individuals who are reactive learners.
Another immediate reason self-directed learning is important, is its similarity to the 
natural process of psychological development. When individuals mature, they become 
less dependent (Knowles, 1975). The third reason self-directed learning is essential 
for educators is so that they can stay current with new advances within their speciality 
field and education. Even in 1975, over 20 years ago, Knowles had the vision to see 
that the main purpose o f education should be to develop skills in students which
enable them to learn how to learn and become self-directed learners.
1
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Society is entering a world o f  rapid change where change will be the only 
stable characteristic, it creates a long term reason why self-directed learning is 
important to function within this type o f society (Knowles, 1975). Toffler (1970) 
labeled this rapid change as “future shock.” The other long term reason self-directed 
learning is important is it helps to develop the skills of inquiry within individuals that 
develops them into life-long learners (Knowles, 1975).
For business education to survive, it is imperative that business educators work
to meet the changing needs of business, industry and society. This challenge has
continued to make business education a field that continually redefines at a faster pace
than education in general. With technology’s integration within the business education
curriculum (National Business Education Association [NBEA], 1995 & 1997), it has
become the responsibility of business educators to insure business and industry
students are prepared to operate in a changing environment. For this to occur, teachers
must be prepared to continually Ieam new and changing technology. Policy Statement
53, This We Believe About the Role o f Business Education in Technology (The
Policies Commission for Business and Economic Education, 1993) states that workers
in the 1990s and the future are expected to be competent in the use of technology.
Employers will employ individuals who demonstrate the skills to learn and use
technology. In the Business Teacher Education Curriculum Guide and Programs
Standards (NBEA, 1997) it was reported that due to the dynamic nature o f business,
change has been, and will continue to be, an ongoing process within the field of
business education. Due to the integration of technology within business and its
already dynamic nature, business education teachers must stay up-to-date with changes
2
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
occurring with technology, business, and their content specialty area. All business 
teachers, not only teachers who specialize in the information technology content area, 
are affected by change. They need to be aware of the integration o f computer 
technology within business to reinforce students’ knowledge. Business educators must 
be self-directed learners to learn the skills necessary to function effectively within a 
profession that demands continuous reshaping of their knowledge base.
Within the field of education, specifically business education, it is inadequate 
for universities to merely produce business educators with a knowledge base of current 
technology and current issues in business education. Business education students must 
learn the skills essential to continually learn. Formal education should actually 
improve skills for autonomous learning. Learning to learn has been one of the most 
important challenges of the educational system. The skills needed to learn how to 
learn are important to all individuals; however, business educators must have these 
skills to stay productive.
According to the National Standards for Business Education - What America’s 
Students Should Know and Be Able to Do In Business (1995), business education 
offers a chance for a better life to students in a world that is changing and often 
leaving young people frustrated, lost, and ill equipped with the skills to make a living 
(NBEA, 1995). However, for business education to offer this hope and meet the 
challenge of being effective, business teachers must adapt so they can serve these 
students.
One method to stay current with the requirements of business and industry is
formal classroom training. However, once business teachers leave the university
3
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classroom setting this process of staying current becomes a  more complex task. 
Learning in the formal classroom setting is not available in many cases. Although 
formal training for business educators to keep current with technology is offered, when 
one considers the cost of training and the time it consumes, all teachers are not able to 
attend this training. Without such formal classroom training it becomes a challenge 
for business educators to stay knowledgeable o f current technology. Alternative 
training methods are needed.
Recent studies (Redmann, Kotrlik, Harrison, & Handley, in press a, in press b;
Stipp, D., 1997; McEwen, 1996) have shown many business educators do learn skills
in settings other than a formal classroom. Redmann, Kotrlik, Harrison, & Handley (in
press a) reported that 93.3% of business educators received information technology
training via self-directed learning and 73.3% received training via self-directed
learning in the past 3 years. Business teachers reported they learned skills and
developed professionally in an autonomous environment. In another study, Redmann,
Kotrlik, Harrison, and Handley (in press b) stated that business teachers agreed that
information technology (computers, Internet, etc.) promotes self-directed learning. In
a study o f 167 business education teachers, McEwen (1996) stated that 91% reported
they learned computer skills by a self-taught method. This method included the use of
manuals, textbooks, and video tapes. McEwen (1996) identified a dearth of literature
concerning instructional methodologies for teaching computer technology in business
education. More specifically, the literature does not contain information that addresses
teaching business students self-directed learning skills. Before this can be addressed,
teachers must first be aware of their own self-directed learning readiness level, and of
4
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the factors that cause variance in self-directed learning readiness levels o f business 
education teachers..
Statement of the Problem
Determining the self-directed learning readiness levels o f business teachers is 
essential. To produce successful business teachers for the current and future 
classroom, universities must take into account the need to prepare students who are 
able to learn rapidly and autonomously, i.e. capable of utilizing self-directed learning. 
Self-directed learning is a method which should be investigated in order to keep 
business educators current after leaving the formal classroom setting. Integrating self­
directed learning skills and the variables related to business educators’ self-directed 
learning levels into both pre- and in-service teacher education programs will result in 
improved business teacher education.
Purpose and Objectives of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore whether selected variables determine 
a significant portion of the variance in secondary business educators self-directed 
learning level. In addition, the study explored the resources secondary business 
educators perceived importance o f learning resources in self-directed learning.
The specific objectives o f the study were:
1. Describe secondary business educators on selected demographic variables 
including:
gender, age, educational level, ethnicity, years teaching experience in 
business education, job tenure, whether they were currently pursuing 
further education in business education, and marital status
5
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2. Describe the self-directed learning level of secondary business educators as 
measured by the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory.
3. Describe business educators on selected personal, social, and environmental 
variables using the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self Learning.
4. Determine if a relationship exists between secondary business educators self­
directed learning level as measured by both the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming and selected 
demographic variables, including:
gender, age, educational level, ethnicity, years teaching experience in 
business education, job tenure, whether they were currently pursuing 
further education in business education, and marital status.
5. Determine if a relationship exists between secondary business educators self­
directed learning level measured by the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming , and selected personal, 
social, and environmental variables.
6. Determine if selected demographic, social, personal, and environmental
variables can be used to develop a graphical model to explain self-learning in 
business educators. The variables slated to be used in this development if 
significantly related will be:
gender, age, educational level, whether they were currently pursuing
further business education, ethnicity, years teaching experience in
business education, job tenure, self-efficacy / performance level, peer
learning, supportive environment, help seeking, time regulation for
6
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learning, technology attitude, others performance rating, extrinsic 
motivation, intrinsic motivation, goal setting, time management, salary, 
professional organizations, support o f direct superior, time spent on 
self-directed learning, and resources used in self-directed learning.
7. Determine if selected demographic variables can be used to explain a 
significant amount o f variance in self-directed learning as measured by the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming.
8. Determine if the perceived importance of selected self-learning resources in 
learning new material for a job can be used to explain a significant amount of 
variance in self-directed learning as measured by the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory 
of Self-Leaming.
Significance of the Study
If a model is developed to explain the variance or show the relationships in 
self-directed learning o f business educators, business teacher educators, 
administrators, and business education students will benefit. This model would aid 
business educators when developing business education methods courses and 
curriculum on the post-secondary level. It will provide business educators with the 
knowledge of what causes the variance in business teachers and enable them to 
strengthen the appropriate areas. This model will provide information for post­
secondary educators on areas that determine variance in self-directed learning level 
and enable them to add components to enable students to develop self-directed 
learning skills. The model could also be applied in the classroom and used by post-
7
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secondary business educators when teaching. This model could be used to teach 
students the skills needed to become more self-directed learners.
This study will lead to business educators and administrators having a greater 
knowledge of the skills business educators need to be self-directed learners. 
Administrators could use this knowledge in the form of a model when providing 
evaluation and feedback to business educators. By understanding what causes 
variance in the self-directed learning level of teachers, administrators would be able to 
implement the most appropriate methods for professional development. In-service 
trainers can use this model when developing and providing training to help strengthen 
business educators self-directed learning skills.
Secondary business teachers will also be able to use the information from this 
study in a practical manner in the classroom and in their own learning. They will be 
able to incorporate this model when continually learning in their content area and 
when teaching secondary business students. Making secondary teachers aware of what 
causes the variance in self-directed learning will provide them with opportunities to 
strength their self-directed learning level. Being aware of self-directed learning 
readiness will enable business teachers to improve their self-directed learning skills. 
This will improve post-secondary business education, business educators, and business 
education students.
Self-directed Learning Defined
For the purpose of this study, self-directed learning was defined as “a process
in which individuals take the initiative with or without the help of others, in
diagnosing their learning needs, formulating goals, identifying human and material
8
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
resources for learning, choosing and implementing appropriate learning strategies, and 
evaluating learning outcomes (Knowles, 1975, p. 18).” The definition for this study 
will expand to incorporate demographic variables, personal, social, and environment 
attributes, willingness and capacity to conduct one’s own education, mode of 
organizing instruction in formal settings, and the individual noninstitutional pursuit of 
learning in a natural societal setting.
9
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The review o f literature encompasses in detail the emergence o f self-directed 
learning, the definitions o f self-directed learning, the variables related to self-directed 
learning, the practical use of self-directed learning, and the measurement of self­
directed learning readiness. The chapter concludes with a summary of the literature 
related to self-directed learning.
Emergence of Self-Directed Learning
Houle (1961), Tough (1966, 1967, & 1971), and Knowles (1970 & 1975) are 
all known for their preliminary studies of self-directed learning in adult education. 
Oddi(1984) and Six(1989) both describe the emergence of the concept of self-directed 
learning from Houle’s 1961 study, The Inquiring Mind (1961). Houle’s study 
identified individuals and placed them within the three categories, namely goal- 
oriented, activity-oriented, and learning oriented. Goal-oriented individuals identified 
a need to learn about a specific topic, activity-oriented individuals learned for the sake 
of social-interaction, and learning-oriented individuals considered learning a constant 
activity. Learning-oriented individuals are the most closely related to those who are 
currently identified as self-directed learners. They focus on learning and continual 
learning.
Researchers continued to examine individuals and how individual learning
takes place. Tough (1971) viewed the self-directed learning process as linear and
planned. Knowles (1975) also supported this concept with the discussion of designing
a learning plan. Brookfield (1985) identified the decade of the 1970s as the period of
10
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self-directed learning research, and it was characterized by numerous empirical studies 
and efforts by Malcom Knowles (1975) and Allen Tough (1966), who popularized the 
concept o f self-directed learning. Long (1990) stated that Brookfield, Knowles, and 
Tough addressed the pedagogical aspects o f self-directed learning and excluded the 
psychological elements.
In 1977, Guglielmino developed the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale 
(SDLRS). This scale is often recognized as the first attempt to quantify the construct 
of self-directed learning readiness. This work spawned numerous research studies, 
theses, and dissertations, which were abstracted by Long & Confessore (1992), Long 
& Redding (1991), and Confessore & Long (1992).
Much o f the early research in self-directed learning focused on the process,
including Tough’s construct of self-instruction in more or less independent modes,
Knowles’ concept of formaul education utilizing an instructional technique, and
Vemer’s concept of method and technique (Long, 1997). More recent research
examined numerous personal characteristics (see Appendices A, B, C and D).
Consequently, self-directed learning has been identified as having internal and external
factors which contribute to an individuals level o f self-directed learning readiness.
Internal factors include variables such as age, ethnicity, gender, attitudes, computer
anxiety, expectations, goal setting, intrinsic motivation, satisfaction, personal value of
knowledge, personality type, reading level, self-assessed performance, self-concept,
and self-efficacy (See Appendices A, B, C, & D). External factors include variables
such as career support from significant others, strong professional autonomy, marital
11
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status, occupation, peer support, administrative support, degree level, computer use, 
degree o f change required in job, time spent learning, resources, work environment, 
job tenure, and socioeconomic status (See Appendices A, B, C, & D). Oddi(1984) 
examined personality characteristics when creating the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory (OCLI).
Many o f the existing theories and models for self-directed learning are not 
robust (Long, 1990). Long stated that “Given the possibility that self-directed learning 
may be affected by elements in the external world, we need to be able to identify them 
and to determine their significance” (Long, 1996, p. 5). Garrison (1992, 1993, &
1997) also claimed that most conceptualizations are focused on either the learning 
process, the cognitive process, or the motivational process. Pilling-Cormick (1999) 
also stated that a more dynamic model is needed to view self-directed learning.
Definitions of Self-Direct Learning 
In recent years, self-directed learning has become a heavily researched 
topic(See Appendices A, B, C, and D). However, even with this large volume of 
research, Beitler (1999) states “there is considerable debate over how to define self­
directed learning (SDL). The experts in the fields of SDL and adult learning 
conceptualize SDL in very different ways” (p. 63). Adult education literature 
primarily views self-directed learning using two basic concepts : 1) process o f learning 
and 2) an outcome of personal autonomy (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson ,1998).
Candy (1991) also outlined self-directed learning theory as a goal and a process.
12
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Whether viewing self-directed learning as a process or a goal, it is important to 
examine all constructs that determine self-directed learning.
Candy (1991) described self-directed learning in terms of a process and 
product. This description related to four distinct areas: personal attributes, willingness 
and capacity to conduct one’s own education, mode of organizing instruction in formal 
settings, and the individual, noninstitutional pursuit o f learning in the natural societal 
setting. Brockett and Hiemstra (1991) recommended that self-directed learning be 
used as an umbrella definition that recognizes both external and internal factors that 
incline one towards being responsible for one’s own learning. The term self-directed 
learning has been viewed from many different perspectives in the adult education 
literature. However, Long (1988) stated that despite self-directed learning being a 
popular topic it still has a weak theoretical conceptualization, is not well defined, and 
has been insufficiently studied. With the lack of common definitions of self-directed 
learning a well respected theoretical base has not been established in adult education 
literature (Long, 1988).
The literature uses many terms to describe the concept o f self-directed learning.
Landers (1989) and Oddi (1987) both illustrated the terms used in self-directed
learning literature and showed the confusion around the concept of self-directed
learning: self-education (Dickson & Clark, 1975; Smith, 1976; Snedden, 1930),
independent study or independent learning (Jourard, 1967; Moore, 1972), self-teaching
(Tough, 1966), self-instruction (Johnstone & Rivera, 1965; Smith, 1976), individual
learning (Smith, 1976), independent self-education (Johnstone & Rivera, 1965),
13
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autonomous learning (Houle, 1962; Miller, 1964; Moore, 1976; Smith, 1976), self­
directed inquiry (Long & Ashford, 1976), self-initiated learning (Penlan, 1979), and 
androgogical learning (Knowles, 1975). Long and Ashford (1976) further suggest that 
self-directed learning and self-actualization are synonymous terms. Another term 
related to self-directed learning is autodidaxy (Candy, 1991). Autodidaxy refers to 
self-directed learning outside of formal institutional settings in a more natural setting. 
These ambiguous definitions and conceptualizations o f self-directed learning make it a 
substantially difficult task to communicate a clear and concise fundamental theoretical 
base to characterize self-directed learning (Long, 1996).
With these incongruencies, it is easy to see the lack of agreement in self­
directed learning literature. Despite the conflict in terminology and definition 
researchers view the concept as important. One item that researchers agree upon is the 
worth o f the concept of self-directed learning (Brookfield, 1986; Long, 1999; Oddi, 
1984; Landers, 1989) in education.
Hiemstra and Sisco (1990) have identified self-directed learning as a process of 
mutual inquiry between the teacher and the student. Long (1980) has identified self­
directed learning as complete independence from the teacher, and as a personality 
characteristic of learners. Rowntree (1986) identified self-directed learning as the 
selection and\or modification o f course materials to illuminate particular objectives, 
structured in a way to allow the student to carry out the learning.
Viewing self-directed learning as a process enables researchers to examine
identifiable skills and abilities needed by an individual to participate in the process o f
14
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self-directed learning (Candy, 1991). Candy (1991) states “ the term self-direction has 
been applied to a range of phenomena that, although they may be related, are not 
interchangeable”(p. 2). It is important to draw a distinct line between self-directed 
learning terms and show the relationships in order to provide a distinct and 
unambiguous knowledge base in the area o f self-directed learning (Long, 1998).
Some researchers have described self-directed learning as an organization or 
method used for instruction (Knowles, 1975; Piskurich, 1993). Others view self­
directed learning more as a characteristic o f the learner. Guglielmino’s Self-Directed 
Learning Readiness Scale (1977) has been used to conduct quantitative research that 
treats self-directed learning as an attribute that can be measured (Barnes, 1999;
Cheong & Long, 1999; Grant; 1999). Using Guglielmino’s Self-Directed Learning 
Readiness Scale, many studies have been conducted to show self-directed learning as a 
construct that is measurable and is distribute among people (Brockett, 1982; Long & 
Confessore, 1992; Long& Redding, 1991).
In the classroom, the instructional method can create either a self-directed or 
other directed learning experience. Millar, Morphet, and Saddington (1986) developed 
a model that shows the leamer-control continuum. This model shows that the more 
control the teacher exercises the less self-directed the experience becomes. The 
continuum starts with the most highly controlled teacher experience and ends with 
discovery learning as the most self-directed learning experience.
As a method, self-directed learning has also been described as independent
study. Research of independent study, examining self-directed learning, has explored
15
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the varying levels of students’ independence (Tough, 1971). This type of research 
acknowledges that self-directed learning may be a factor that is present at various 
levels in individuals. Long (1989) stresses the importance for self-directed learning 
theory to examine sociological, pedagogical, and psychological dimensions.
Separating the concept o f life-long learning and self-directed learning is 
difficult. Candy (1991) states that self-directed learning is the most common method 
that adults use to pursue learning throughout their life. Candy’s view suggests that 
learning outside the formal classroom setting (autodidaxy) cannot be separated from 
self-directed learning. This lack of separation has caused confusion in self-directed 
learning literature. The lack o f  concise definitions has caused the formal classroom 
self-directed learning and informal self-directed learning to all be blurred into one area 
of study.
Autodidaxy is related to self-directed learning. Autodidaxy, in many cases, 
calls for learning without any visualization of an instructor. In many cases the learner 
does not even identify him\herself as a learner. Candy (1991) stated three reasons it is 
important to distinguish these two domains from one another: First, confusing 
autodidaxy with other methods of self-directed learning as a method of instruction will 
hamper theory building in adult education; second, the learner and individuals 
assisting the learner may conduct themselves in different manners in the two instances 
terms exerting influence on learning outcomes; and third, if there are differences in the 
theoretical concepts of autodidaxy and self-directed learning the movement from self­
directed learning to autodidaxy it is of practical and theoretical significance.
16
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Autodidaxy has taken the main focus of learner autonomy in a natural environment. 
However, whether individuals are autodidactic or not, self-directed learning levels are 
still significant.
Variables Related to Self-directed Learning
Variables that have been found to be significantly or not significantly related to 
self-directed learning were classified into four areas, namely demographic, personal, 
social, and environmental. Only variables related to this study were examined. 
Appendix A provides a chart of the demographic variables; Appendix B is a  chart of 
the personal variables; Appendix C is a chart o f the social variables; and Appendix D 
is a chart of the environmental variables.
Demographic Variables 
Demographic variables have, in some instances, related to the level o f  self­
directed learning readiness. The demographic variables of age, education level, 
ethnicity, gender, job tenure, and socioeconomic status have been shown in the 
literature to be related to self-directed learning (See Appendix A).
In many studies, education level has been shown to be a predictor o f self- 
directedness (Adenuga, 1989; Adkins, 1996; Alspach, 1991; Cunningham, 1988; 
Emben & Gray, 1990; Fontaine, 1996; Freed-Jensen, 1997; Henry, 1991; Jones, 1989; 
Lee, 1989; Lee, 1997; Long & Smith, 1996; McCune, 1988; Murphy, 1996; Palumbo, 
1989; Ravid, 1986; Redding, 1997; Rhee, 1997; Roberts, 1986; Shelley, 1991; Bejot, 
1981; Cobb, 1978). In the Emben and Gray (1990) study, it was revealed that
individuals who held a master’s degree had higher self-directed learning readiness
17
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level than those who held a bachelor’s degree. However, other researchers (Adams, 
1992; Box, 1982; Bums, 1991; Darling, 1991; Hall-Johnson, 1985; Hoban & Sersland, 
1999; LaPlante, 1990; Morris, 1995; Singh, 1993) found no significant relationship 
between educational level and self-directed learning. Preczewski (1999) found no 
significant relationship between the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory scores and 
college class level in undergraduate students. However, in the sub-scale of Avidity for 
Reading, upper-class students had a significantly higher score.
In other studies, ethnicity has not been significantly related to self-directed 
learning (Adams, 1992; Diaz, 1988; Morris, 1995; Roberts, 1986, Young, 1985), 
although in a few of the studies ethnicity has been significantly related to the level of 
self-directed learning (Adenuga, 1989; Fontaine, 1996; Lee, 1997). Lee (1997) found 
that socioeconomic status was related to self-directed learning.
Gender is another demographic variable that has been shown in some self­
directed learning research to relate to self-directed learning (Morris, 1995; Redding, 
1997; Wood, 1994). Reynold’s (1985) research showed female, adult part-time 
students to have significantly higher readiness levels for self-directed learning than 
males. However, the majority o f the research has shown that gender is not 
significantly related to self-directed learning (Adams, 1992; Adenuga, 1989; Alspach, 
1991; Bums, 1991; Drake-Cashman, 1997; Hall-Johnson, 1985; Hoban & Sersland, 
1999; Hudspeth, 1991; Jones, 1989; Roberts, 1986; Shelly, 1991; Young, 1985).
Age has been found to be related to self-directed learning (Alspach, 1991;
Arganian, 1986; Dixon, 1992; Freed-Jensen, 1997; Frisby, 1991; Harriman, 1990;
18
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Hudspeth, 1991; Lee, 1989, Lee, 1997, Morris, 1995; Shelley, 1991). Confessore and 
Baron (1997) and Mansuco (1988) both found a significant difference in the number of 
self-leaming projects individuals undertook and self-directed learning level.
Individuals who were younger took on more self learning projects than those who were 
older. Other research by Guglieimino (1996), supports the finding that self-directed 
learning is not related to the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale.
Personal Variables 
Personal variables including attitudinal barriers, learning style preference, 
personality type, brain theory, and self-concept are related to self-directed learning 
readiness level (see Appendix B). The learning styles of individuals have been shown 
to relate to self-directed learning. Based on Kolb’s (1976) classification system, an 
abstract learning style is related to persistence in self-directed learning (DeRoos,
1982). Theil (1984) identified successful self-directed learners as being 
accommodators on Kolb’s classification. Torrance and Mourad (1978) identified self­
directed learning with a right-hemispheric form of learning and thinking. Johnson, 
Sample, and Jones (1988) stated that personality type, as defined by the MBTI in the 
intuition and judging areas, were highly related to self-directed learning readiness 
levels, while the extrovert\introvert and thinking\feeling categories were not related to 
the self-directed learning readiness level. These studies (Torrance & Mourad, 1978; 
DeRoos, 1982; Johnson, Sample, & Jones, 1988) support the relationship between 
self-directed learning readiness level and psychological constructs such as right and
left hemispheric forms of learning in Kolb’s learning classification, and personality
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type. Another personal construct that is related to self-directed learning readiness 
level is one’s self-concept (Adkins, 1996, McCune, 1988; Hall-Johnson, 1985;
Darling, 1991; Murphy, 1996; Sabbaghian, 1980; Wood, 1994). How individuals 
view themselves is important to learning. Hoben and Serland (1999) provided 
findings that showed self-efficacy has power in predicting the level to which a student 
can be or will be a self-directed learner.
A positive correlation has been shown between a students desire for knowledge 
and their self-directed learning readiness score (Barnes, 1999). It has also been shown 
that if  students have a higher perceived value for the information, they will have a 
higher self-directed learning readiness level (Barnes, 1999). Other studies have shown 
that not only does self-directed learning help meet the changing needs of the 
workplace, but that self-directed learning is related to high performance (Durr, 1992; 
Guglielmino & Guglielmino, 1982; Guglielmino, Guglielmino, & Long, 1987;
Roberts, 1986). An initial study of personality type showed that the Self-Directed 
Learning Readiness Score did relate significantly to the California Psychological 
Inventory which measures personality type (Kitson, Lekan, & Guglielmino, 1995).
Social Variables
The social interactions of individuals are related to the self-directed learning 
readiness level (See Appendix C). Durr, Guglielmino, and Guglielmino (1996) 
showed that there was a relationship between occupational categories, and the highest 
self-directed learning readiness levels in the management category. However, in one
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study of social interactions, the use of learning contracts had little effect on students’ 
readiness for self-directed learning (Caffarella & Caffarella, 1986).
Social and peer support have both been shown to be related to self-directed 
learning. Research has shown that the social interactions in an organization can 
improve self directed learning (Lee, 1997; Redding, 1997; Stipp; 1997; McCune, 
1988).
Marital status is a social variable that has been shown to be both related and 
not related to self-directed learning (Dixon, 1992; Lee, 1997; Singh, 1993). Studies 
have not conclusively shown marital status to be related to self-directed learning. 
However, a study of business educators showed that support from significant others 
was important (Stipp, 1997). Another social variable, culture, was reported to be 
related to self-directed learning readiness (Guglielmino, Klatt, and Guglielmino, 
1995). The U.S. had significantly higher self-directed learning readiness than 
individuals from other cultures.
Environmental Variables
Much o f the recent literature on self-directed learning relates to the process of
learning and creating a learning environment which would encourage self-directed
learning (Manz & Manz, 1991). Previous research has examined environmental
variables (See Appendix D). Ravid (1987) notes “self-directed learning does not take
place in a vacuum. The character of the organization’s internal work environment has
been long recognized as influential” (p. 5). The importance of the environment is
identified again when Spear (1988) states, “To understand self-directed learning
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without reference to environment ignores both important research and common-sense” 
(p. 207). Littlefield (1984) also stressed that viewing the conditions under which self­
directed learning evolves, rather than the instances of the behavior, is essential.
Senge (1990) initiated a shift o f business and industry into learning 
organizations. Watkins and Marsick (1993) have supported the importance o f the 
development of learning organizations for business to stay competitive. However, in a 
recent interview with O’Neil (1995), Senge maintains that most schools are not 
operating as learning organizations. Teachers need to be able to continually learn, and 
the organization or environment must support this learning. With the concept of self­
directed learning moving more into the workplace (a natural setting), the environment 
and support for self-directed learning has been examined closely (Durr, 1995).
Kops (1997) showed that organizational climate enhances self-directed
learning. Public sector climates emphasized the negative influence of the
organizational process and structure on self-directed learning. Also, this study
showed that more private sector managers were involved in self-directed learning
projects than public sector managers. Foucher and Tremblay (1993) proposed that
organizational actions support self-directed learning. Organizational influences such
as supporting self-learning activities initiated by employees, providing a level of
autonomy for employees in relation to their work, and the extent an organization relies
on planned activities related to self-directed learning, all provide individuals the
support they need to be self-directed. Spear and Mocker’s (1984) work showed that
the learner’s environmental circumstances were important in promoting self-directed
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learning. Hassan (1981) found that individuals who participated in self-directed 
learning projects had higher satisfaction than those who had not participated.
Baskett (1993) reported that self-directed learning was enhanced in 
organizations when continuous improvement is adopted, employees are informed, 
employees take personal responsibility for learning, organizational values are aligned 
with individual values, leadership is demonstrated by setting examples, the 
organization values creative thinking, effective communications paths exist throughout 
the organization, and the organization supports risk-taking, teamwork, and the 
innovation. However, McCoy (1987) found that if  an environment mandated 
continuing education activities, it appeared to have no influence on members’ learning 
activities. Also, when an organization is downsizing, self-directed learning score 
decreases (Confessore & Bonner, 1997).
Methods Used in Self-directed Learning 
Stipp (1997) notes that business education leaders use professional 
organizations, reading, investigation, discussion, media, suppliers and vendors, 
personal note taking, experimentation, observation, consultation, teaching, 
presentation, writing, mentoring, formal instruction, committees, library resources, and 
demonstration as resources when they pursue self-directed learning projects. Other 
research (Straka, Kleinmann, & Stolk, 1994) also supports asking colleagues, 
purposeful trying (investigation), books, and formal training as sources and resources 
for self-directed learners.
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Methods used in self-directed learning in computer technology have been 
identified as exploration, transfer o f previous knowledge, learning by doing, formal 
training, user guides and technical manuals, integrated progressive exercises, 
integrated tutorials, integrated help function, note taking, and observation of other 
colleagues (Hrimech & Bouchard, 1998). Hrimech and Bouchard (1998) identified 
resources for difficult learning situations including: learners will ask for help from 
someone who has knowledge, start over again from scratch, verify steps, analyze the 
cause of the difficulty, trial and error, and use manuals. In another study Hrimech 
(1995) identified seeking others points of view, discussing with peers, seeking outside 
assistance, experimenting with practical applications, and creating mental images as 
resources used by self-directed learners.
Practical Use of Self-directed Learning 
The use of self-directed learning was set in motion and has grown in adult 
education since Knowles (1975) introduced androgogy, and Houle (1961) and Tough 
(1966, 1967, 1971) initially studied self-directed learning. Practical justification for 
studying self-directed learning is examining how it associates with the increasing need 
for continual learning in a complex world, rapidly changing society, and the 
consequences of disregarding the study o f self-directed leaming(Long, 1992). Fry 
(1995) concluded that self-directed learning is more effective way of helping people 
understand how to solve problems and learn for themselves. However, the formal 
classroom setting is not the only place self-directed learning can be used practically 
(Candy, 1991).
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Guglielmino and Guglielmino (1987) show the close relationship between 
factors of self-directed learning readiness and the constantly changing workplace, 
which creates an atmosphere that is right for self-directed learning. Piskurich (1994) 
proposes self-directed learning in business as a continuum from highly directed to 
continuous learning. The continuum flows through 10 identified steps: 1) a lock step 
self-instruction package 2) a lock step learning with time flexible, 2 ) a lock step with 
choice of when to leam, 3) choice of package progression, 4) choice o f what packages 
to complete (content), 5) self directed learning center with formal training and 
development systems, 6) self directed learning center determined development, 
computer assisted self development, 7) contract learning, 8) self-directed work teams, 
9) on the job learning, 10) a continuous learning and the learning organization. 
Continuous learning and learning organization would be the highest level of self- 
direction in the workplace.
Business and industry are interested in self-directed approaches to learning, 
worker empowerment and self-directed teams (Wellens, Byham, & Wilson, 1991). 
Watson’s (1991) findings support the use of self-directed learning theory as a formal 
component of corporate training. He indicated that self-directed learners attain higher 
levels of computer literacy than those not classified as self-directed learners.
Long and Morris (1996) have reviewed over sixty articles that addressed self­
directed learning and the workplace. The conclusions of this review indicated that 
both organizations and workers benefit from self-directed learning in the workplace.
In today’s changing environment, self-directed learning is appropriate. Landriault and
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Gosselin’s (1997) research showed that self-directed learning is right for a changing 
workplace because it empowers employees and teams, decreases training costs, 
supports self-directed learning that is already initiated, and provides for flexibility for 
training needs. Another study (Straka, Klienmann, & Stolk, 1994) reported that the 
majority of the respondents participated in self-directed learning activities due to 
technology and training for a new job. Bersch (1990) also supported this by stating 
self-directed learning was a leading method of acquiring computer skills. Another 
study by Baskett, Dixon, and Chuchmuch (1994) reported that an estimated 80% of the 
knowledge workers need to do their jobs is acquired independently and informally in 
the workplace.
Self-directed learning has been reported to be a practical method of training. 
Ravid (1986) concluded that self-directed learning would be a viable alternative to 
train individuals in all functional departments and levels. Foucher and Brezot (1997) 
reported that with budget cuts, changes in work design, and management style leading 
to greater autonomy in workers, significant reduction in cost and shorter time cycle for 
educational delivery and development have made business and industry recognize the 
importance of self-directed learning. Hrimech and Bouchard (1998) also showed that 
self-directed learning strategies can easily be adapted for individual learners’ 
situations. Durr (1995) reported that individuals who score less on the Self-Directed 
Learning Readiness instrument are provided a modified and more intense introduction 
to self-directed learning. With the concept o f self-learning as an essential concept, it is
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necessary to place self-directed learning skills as part of all education. It is time that 
the educational system utilized the concept o f self-directed learning  in train ing.
Grow (1991) developed the Staged Self-Directed Learning Model. The model 
distinguishes four stages o f learning depending on the learner’s interests, involvement, 
and self-directed learning. Grow’s four stages are dependent, interested, involved, and 
self-directed. This model blends directed learning with self-directed learners. 
According to Grow (1990), it is important to match the learner with the needed 
learning style.
Even though training managers have a limited knowledge of self-directed 
learning, training managers have a favorable opinion of self-directed learning 
programs (Landriault & Gosselin, 1997). Mentor teachers have been shown to have a 
higher level of self-directed learning readiness than new teachers (Guglielmino & 
Nowcien, 1998). However, Guglielmino and Nowcien (1998) reported that both 
groups o f teachers had higher than average self-directed learning readiness scores.
Measurement of Self-Directed Learning Readiness
Several references to instruments have been made throughout the self-directed
learning literature; however there is little known about most (Pilling-Cormick, 1995).
One of the first instruments to measure self-directed learning was the Teacher
Facilitation of Self-Direction Inventory (Smith, 1968). This instrument described
teachers’ behaviors as either encouraging or discouraging self-directed learning. The
Self-Directed Learning Perception Scale (Pilling-Cormick, 1998) is made up o f a 57-
item Likert type scale. This instrument provides a profile showing what learners feel
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helps them with self-directed learning in specific situations. The overall Cronbach’s 
Alpha for the instrument was reported at .93 (Pilling-Cormick, 1998). Plowman 
(1999) reported that the Self-Directed Learning Perception Scale has been validated 
and used only in adult education or university settings.
Current research in self-directed learning has primarily utilized two 
instruments to assess learners’ self-directed learning readiness level. Candy (1991) 
states the “two best known scales are Guglielmino’s Self-Directed Learning Readiness 
Scale (1977) and Oddi’s Continuing Learning Inventory (OCLI) (1984)” (p. 150).
Guglielmino (1977) The Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale was 
comprised of 41 items in a Likert type scale. The current Self-Directed Learning 
Readiness Scale-A includes 56 items (Morris, 1997). Guglielmino (1977) reported the 
instrument measures the extent the individual possesses skills and attitudes of 
individuals who are ready for self-directed learning. The Self-Directed Learning 
Readiness Scale was developed using a Delphi technique (Guglielmino, 1977). 
Guglielmino identified 14 experts in the field of adult education/self-directed learning 
to identify self-directed learning and the skills and attitudes of self-directed learners.
A factor analysis of the data collected revealed eight factors: openness to learning 
opportunities, self-concept as an effective learner, initiative and independence in 
learning, informed acceptance of responsibility for one’s own learning, love o f 
learning, creativity, future orientation, and ability to use basic study and problem 
solving skills. Guglielmino (1997) has reported strong reliability coefficients as high
as .94 based on a sample of 3,151 individuals.
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Guglielmino’s Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale has been widely used in 
self-directed learning research (Guglielmino, 1997). McCune (1989) determined that 
the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale was by far the instrument used most 
frequently in self-directed learning research. This instrument has been a stimulus for 
research in self-directed learning (Brockett, 1985; Long & Redding; 1991); however 
the scale has been criticized. Brockett (1985) questioned instrument design and 
specifically addressed the assumptions upon which the instrument was based and how 
the author defined self-directed readiness. He suggests that the content of the 
instrument has been defined from a school and book oriented position. This would 
also support Long and Agyekum’s (1983) concern that the Self-Directed Learning 
Readiness Scale may not be appropriate for individuals without much formal 
education. Walker and Long (1997) stated Guglielmino’s Self-Directed Learning 
Readiness Scale has been primarily used to relate self-directed learning readiness 
scores to other constructs, the design and development o f other instruments and the 
prediction of participation in programs, and to promote the concept of self-directed 
learning.
The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory was reported as the second most
frequently used instrument in self-directed learning dissertation research from 1966-
1991 (Long, 1991). Oddi (1984) centered the framework of her study on self-initiated
learning and continuing professional education. She identifies the characteristics that
are related to “initiative and persistence in learning over time through a variety of
learning modes” (Oddi, 1984, p. 230). The OCLI consists o f a 24-item Likert type
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scale. Oddi (1986) stated the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory, when administered 
to a sample o f 271 graduate students, has an estimated internal validity of .87 and test- 
retest validity of .89. Factor analysis revealed that 45.7% of the total variance was 
from three factors. Oddi (1986) reported that the three factors are: 1) General Factor 
(comprised of 15 items) accounting for 30.9% the variance, 2) Ability to be Self- 
Regulating Factor (comprised of three items) accounting for 8.0% of the variance, and 
3) Avidity o f Reading Factor (comprised o f 4 items) accounting for 7.0% of the 
variance. A confirmatory study was conducted by Six (1989) to verify Oddi’s three 
factors were valid and replicable. In this later study of the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory, Six (1989) reported co-variance o f factor 1 at the .99 level, of factor 2 at the 
.96 level, and of factor 3 at the .93 level with Oddi’s three factors. This strongly 
suggests that the factors identified by Oddi (1984) were not unique to her sample and, 
thus, the factors appear to be valid and replicable factors.
Although IQ does not equate to self-direction (Long & Morris, 1996), it can 
provide a measurement of discriminant validity. Oddi(1986) reported the Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory was not correlated ( r=.040, p=.754) with scores on the 
Shipley Institute of Living Scale (Shipley, 1982) which provides an estimate of adult 
intelligence. This provides some evidence of discriminant validity of the Oddi 
Continuing Learning Scale.
Six (1989), Landers(1989), and Oddi(1984) reported reliability coefficients
(Cronbach’s Alpha) for the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory o f .77, .85, and .77,
respectively. These scores were above a=.70 which is accepted as representing good
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reliability (Litwin, 1995). Guglielmino and Guglielmino (1982) suggested that the 
Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale should be used in predicting and diagnosing 
the level of readiness individuals possess. Oddi (1986) also states that a tool used to 
identify self-direction can have practical implications in selection and screening of 
individuals for educational programs.
Landers (1989) conducted a study to compare Guglielmino’s Self-Directed 
Learning Readiness Scale and the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. There was a 
high correlation (r= .61, p< 05) between the two instruments (Landers, 1989). This led 
researchers to validate the construct validity for each instrument. The Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory has considerable validity and reliability. Criterion and 
concurrent-validity has been demonstrated by the correlation with Guglielmino’s Self- 
Directed Learning Readiness scale. Content validity has been shown through the 
Delphi technique used in the development of the instrument (Oddi, 1984). Estimates 
of internal consistency have demonstrated the reliability o f the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory (Oddi, 1984; Landers, 1989; Six, 1989).
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Population and Sample
A random sample of high school business teachers was drawn from the 
population (N=1679) o f public secondary business teachers in Pennsylvania.
According to Cochran’s (1978) formula, for a population o f 1679 teachers, a minimum 
o f240 teachers was needed to be selected in the sample to achieve the minimum 
required sample size n=l 55 to estimate self-directed learning measured on a 7 point 
scale. These calculations were as follows:
t =  value for selected alpha level of .025 in each tail = 1.96
(the alpha level of .05 indicates the level o f acceptable risk the 
researcher is willing to take that true actual margin o f error may exceed 
the acceptable margin of error. Since adequate sample size t was used 
instead of z)
s2 = estimate of variance in the population = 1.4
(estimate of variance deviation for 7 point scale calculated by using 7 
[inclusive range of scale] divided by 6 [number of standard deviations 
that include all possible values in the range] and then squaring this 
number.)
d = acceptable margin of error for mean being estimated = .21
(number of point primary scale * estimated standard error; 
points on primary scale = 7; estimate standard error = .03 [error 
researcher is willing to except])
Therefore, for a population of 1679, the required sample size is 171. However, since
this sample size exceeds 10% of the population, Cochran’s (1978) correction formula
was used to calculate the final sample size. These calculations were as follows:
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population size =1679
no = required return sample size according to Cochran’s formula= 171 
n, = required return sample size because sample > 10% of population
Ho (171)
n , = ------------------------------------------------------  n,= =  155
(1 + & / Population) (1 + 171/1679)
Given a required minimum sample size (corrected) of 155, the following calculations
were used to determine the drawn sample size required to produce the minimum
sample size:
anticipated return rate =65%
n2 = sample size adjusted for response rate
2 2 = 155/.65 = 238
To use multiple regression analysis the ratio of observations to independent
variables should not fall below five. If this minimum is not followed there is a risk for
overfitting (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995). Therefore, in this study, five
observations per variable required a minimum delivered sample size o f 240 (n3) and,
after adjusting for an anticipated response rate o f 65%, a drawn sample size o f 370
(n,). The following calculations were used:
n3 = (48 estimated independent variables * 5) = 240
anticipated return rate =65%
n3 = sample size adjusted for response rate
rt, = n3 / anticipated response rate
a , = 240/.65 = 370
To use factor analysis, it is suggested to have, as a general rule o f thumb, a 
minimum of 100 subjects. However, to be more conservative and reduce the chance 
o f overfitting, Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1995) suggest a ratio o f 5 subjects 
per 1 item in the factor analysis. For this study, the minimum delivered sample size
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for this analysis would be 250 (n5). Adjusting for anticipated response rate this
requires a drawn sample size of 385 r^. The following calculations were used:
115= (50 estimated items on scale * 5) = 250 
anticipated response =65%
1^ =  sample size adjusted for response rate 
= ns/ anticipated response rate 
S* = 250/.65 = 385
Therefore, the sample size o f 240 (n7) was used for field test one and field test two. 
Due to a more conservative anticipated response rate 51% (averaging field test 1 and 
field test two) and the additional items in the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Learning (total of 55 items) a drawn sample of 540 (rig) business teachers was 
necessary to meet all planned data analyses needs. The following calculations were 
used:
n7= (55 estimated items on scale * 5) = 275 
anticipated response =51%.
n7= (Estimated items on scale * 5) / anticipated response rate 
rig = sample size adjusted for response rate 
ng = 275/.51 = 540
Instruments
A questionnaire was created to meet the needs of the study. The questionnaire 
was created using researcher designed items based on the comprehensive review of the 
literature. The questionnaire included four sections.
Section 1. Researcher-created demographic questions were utilized to gain 
information from each subject regarding gender, age, teaching salary, marital status, 
degree level, ethnicity, years teaching business education, job tenure, preference to 
teach computer courses, and current level of technology in the workplace.
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Section 2. Self-Directed learning was measured with the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory (Oddi, 1984). The foci o f the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
are: A General Factor, Ability to be Self-Regulating, and Avidity o f Reading. The 
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory was used by permission of Lorys Oddi (See 
Appendix E).
Section 3. The researcher-created instrument (Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f 
Self-Learning) section was also used to measure self-directed learning in relation to 
personal, social, and environmental variables. Other items were modified to fit 
workplace learning from the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) 
developed by Printrich and associates (See permission o f author letter in Appendix F).
Section 4. The fourth section used the Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory to 
determine resources used in self-directed learning and the amount of time used.
Initial review of the instrument involved an expert in the area of measurement, 
an expert in the area of adult education/vocational education, and an editorial review. 
This review process included committee members and other professionals in higher 
education. Reviewers examined the instrument for face validity and editorial 
concerns. Reviewers made comments and met individually with the researcher to 
discuss the concerns.
Field Testing
The researcher conducted a field test of this instrument with a sample of
Pennsylvania business teachers (n=240) randomly selected to participate in the study.
Aspects of Diliman’s (1978) total design method as follows were used in the
implementation of the mail survey. Each individual received a cover letter (See
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Appendix G), instrument (See appendix H), diskette, and self-addressed envelope. 
Diskettes were include to provide respondents with another means o f participating in 
the study. A target response date o f two weeks following the mailing was requested. 
At the end o f the one week period, a postcard reminder was sent to all participants 
(See Appendix I). Two weeks following the initial mailing, a second follow-up was 
sent to the individuals who had not responded (See appendix J). This second follow- 
up included a new cover letter that stressed the importance o f the respondent’s 
participation, a diskette, copy o f  the questionnaire, and a self-addressed stamped 
enveloped. Three weeks following the initial mailing, non-respondents were contacted 
by telephone and asked to respond. Respondents’ anonymity was guaranteed in the 
study.
An exploratory principal component analysis was used to verify the factors in 
the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. Due to the items being related, an oblimin 
rotation was used. An exploratory principal component analysis was also used to 
verify the researcher determined factors on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self- 
Learning. Due to the items being related, an oblimin rotation was used. At that time, 
any items that needed to be modified, deleted, or added were addressed. The internal 
consistency (homogeneity within constructs) was measured by using Cronbach’s 
Alpha. Cronbach’s Alpha has been identified as a conservative estimate o f internal 
consistency. The results o f these analyses were used to revise the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning.
The researcher conducted a second field test with Pennsylvania business 
teachers (N=240) who were randomly selected to participate in the study and were not
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part o f the first field test. Because significant differences were found between the 
responses collected via mail and diskette on the field test one, the diskette was 
eliminated from the second field test and the study. Again, aspects of Dillman’s 
(1978) total design method as follows were used in the implementation of the mail 
survey. Each individual received a cover letter (See Appendix K), instrument (See 
Appendix L), and self-addressed envelope. A target response date of two weeks 
following the mailing was requested. At the end of the one week period, a postcard 
reminder was sent to all participants (See appendix I). Two weeks following the initial 
mailing, a second follow-up was sent to the individuals who had not responded (See 
Appendix M). This second follow-up included a new cover letter that stressed the 
importance o f respondent’s participation, copy of the questionnaire, and a self- 
addressed stamped enveloped. Three weeks following the initial mailing, a random 
sample of non-respondents were contacted by telephone and asked to respond. Again, 
respondent anonymity was guaranteed in the study.
An exploratory principal component analysis was used to verify factors in the 
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. Due to the items being related, an oblimin 
rotation was used. An exploratory principal component analysis was used to verify the 
researcher determined factors on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning. Due 
to the items being related, an oblimin rotation was used. Items that needed to be 
modified, deleted, or added were addressed. The internal consistency (homogeneity 
within constructs) of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning was measured using Cronbach’s Alpha. The results of
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these analyses were used to revise the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming for 
the second time.
Data Collection
Aspects o f Dillman’s (1978) total design method as follows were used in the 
implementation of the mail survey. The survey instrument was designed in the form 
of a booklet (See Appendix N). Booklets were pre-coded to allow for monitoring the 
follow-up process. A cover letter and questionnaire booklet was mailed to the 
participants in a first class envelope (See Appendix K). A target response date of two 
weeks following the mailing was requested. At the end of one week, a reminder 
postcard was sent to all participants who had not responded (See Appendix I). Two 
weeks following the initial mailing, a second follow-up was sent to the individuals 
who had not responded (See Appendix M). This second follow-up included a new 
cover letter that stressed the importance of the respondent’s participation and a copy of 
the questionnaire. Three weeks following the initial mailing, a random sample of non­
respondents was contacted by telephone and asked to respond. Again, respondents’ 
anonymity was guaranteed in the study.
A follow-up test-retest procedure was used with the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory 
of Self-Leaming (Appendix O). All of the respondents, were sent a cover letter, 
questionnaire booklet, and self-addressed envelope in a first class envelope (See 
Appendix P). The letter explained the need for the respondents to complete the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming for the second time. A target response date 
of two weeks following the mailing was requested. At the end of one week, a
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reminder postcard was sent to all participants who had not responded. Two weeks 
following the initial mailing, a second follow-up was sent to the individuals who had 
not responded (See Appendix Q). The second follow-up included a new cover letter 
that stressed the importance o f the respondent’s participation and a copy of the 
questionnaire (See Appendix R). Three weeks following the initial mailing, a random 
sample o f  non-respondents was contacted by telephone and asked to respond. One 
week following the second mailing all data was collected. Again, respondents’ 
anonymity was guaranteed in the study.
Data Analysis
Data was examined to determine if there was a difference between respondents
and non-respondents by using a t-test on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-
Leaming, and Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Scale scores. Descriptive statistics
were used to describe the secondary business educators on the demographic, personal,
social, and environmental variables and the self-directed level according to the Oddi
Continuing Learning Inventory and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming.
The demographic variables of age, years teaching experience in business education,
and salary are continuous variables that were reported be using means and standard
deviations. Educational level is an ordinal variable that was reported using frequency
and percent. Race and marital status are categorical variables that were reported using
frequency and percent. Job tenure and gender are dichotomous nominal variables and
were reported as frequency and percent. The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory,
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming, and Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory
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individual items are ordinal variables that were treated as interval and reported as 
means and standard deviations. The individual item responses to the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory, Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory sub scales, Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory total scale, Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming individual 
items, Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming sub-scales, Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Leaming total score, and the Bartlett Inventory o f Self-Leaming 
Resources were reported using means and standard deviations.
An exploratory factor analysis, using an oblimin rotation and 3 factors set 
a priori, was used to confirm the three factors of the Oddi-Continuing Learning 
Inventory. “The oblique rotation is similar to orthogonal rotations, except the oblique 
rotations allow correlated factors instead of maintaining independence between rotated 
factors. ...SPSS provides oblimin” (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995, p. 384) 
Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated on each of the three factors to give an estimate of 
internal validity. The self-directed learning level of secondary business educators was 
reported according to the three factors and the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
scale. This data was treated as interval data and was reported as means and standard 
deviations.
An exploratory factor analysis, using an oblimin rotation and with latent root of
eigen values greater than 1 considered significant, was used to explore the factors of
the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming. Cronbach’s alpha was conducted on
each of the extracted factors to estimate reliability. The self-directed learning level of
secondary business educators was reported according to the factors of the Bartlett-
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Kotrlik Inventory o f Self Learning scales and the total Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f
Self Learning. This data was treated as interval data and was reported using means
and standard deviations.
Correlation analyses was used to determine whether or not a relationship exists
between secondary business educators’ Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Score and
the variables in Table 1.
Correlation analyses were used to determine whether or not a relationship
exists between secondary business educator’s Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self
Learning and the variables in Table 1.
A graphical model was created using the relationships between the selected
independent variables in the areas of demographics, social, personal, and
environmental variables and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning score
(interval dependent variable) of business educators. The following variables were
slated to be used in model development if they were found to be significantly related to
the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming:
gender, age, educational level, currently pursuing further business education, 
ethnicity, years teaching experience in business education, job tenure, self- 
efficacy / performance level, peer learning, supportive environment, help 
seeking, time regulation for learning, technology attitude, others performance 
rating, extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation, goal setting, time 
management, salary, professional organizations, support o f direct superior, 
time spent on self-directed learning, and self-directed learning resources used.
41
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 1
Variables to be Correlated With Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming
Type of Variable Variable
Nominal Dichotomous 




(non-natural) / Interval 
(Bi-Serial)
preferred computer courses, currently pursuing further 





Ordinal / Interval 
(Spearman r j
educational level
Interval / Interval 
(Pearson’s r)
age, years teaching business education, self-efficacy I 
performance level (ordinal variable, treated as interval), 
peer learning (ordinal variable, treated as interval), 
supportive environment (ordinal variable, treated as 
interval), help seeking (ordinal variable, treated as 
interval), time regulation for learning (ordinal variable, 
treated as interval), technology attitude (ordinal variable, 
treated as interval), others performance rating (ordinal 
variable, treated as interval), extrinsic motivation (ordinal 
variable, treated as interval), intrinsic motivation (ordinal 
variable, treated as interval), goal setting (ordinal variable, 
treated as interval), time management (ordinal variable, 
treated as interval), time spent on self-directed learning, 
income, professional organization involvement (ordinal 
variable, treated as interval), and resources used in self­
directed learning (ordinal variable, treated as interval)
Stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to explore the amount of 
variance the independent variables, selected demographics (gender, educational level, 
whether or not currently pursuing further business education, number o f years
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teaching, tenure status, ethnicity, preference for teaching computer courses, salary, 
age, marital status, and learning resources grand mean) can explain the variance in the 
dependent variable the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming Scores (interval 
dependent variable). Due to use o f categorical variables the regression analysis called 
for dummy coding (Holton & Burnett, 1997).
Stepwise multiple regression analysis procedure was used to explore the 
amount of variance the independent variables of perceived importance of self-learning 
resources (professional organizations, reading, investigation, discussion, media, 
electronic media, suppliers and vendors, personal notetaking, experimentation, 
observation, consultation, preparing to teach, writing, mentoring, formal courses or 
workshops, committees, library resources, and demonstrations) can be used to explain 
variance in the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming Score (interval dependent 
variable).
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS
The results o f  field test one, used to develop the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Leaming and the Self-Leaming Resource Inventory will be discussed first. Other 
sections of the chapter will cover field test two (which starts on page 63), test-retest 
(which starts on page 83), and the findings o f the study (which starts on page 89).
Field Test 1
Field test one consisted of a drawn random sample of 240 business education 
teachers. Of the sample, 41.3% (n=99) of the business teachers responded. A follow- 
up phone call yielded 18 (17.5%) additional responses from non-respondents for a 
total response rate o f 117(48.8%).
In Table 2, the responses to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming 
were significantly higher (t(108) = 2.19, g<.031) for those who responded using a 
diskette based questionnaire than those who used traditional paper and pencil to 
respond. No differences existed by data collection method for the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory. Since differences did exist on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Leaming, diskette responses were eliminated for the remainder of the analyses of 
field test one data and the rest of the study.
Table 2
Disk and Paper and Pencil Responses Comparing Oddi’s Continuing Learning 
Inventory and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming for Field Test One 
Respondents
D isk3 Paper and Pencilb
n M SD n M SD df t E
OCLI 23 133.96 10.20 88 130.72 14.73 109 .99 .323
BISL 23 56.23 4.28 87 53.39 5.82 108 2.19 .031
Note. 3 n=28. bn=89.
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The t-tests in Table 3 revealed that no significant differences existed between 
the paper and pencil mail respondents and the telephone follow-up group of non­
respondents on the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Score and the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory o f Self-Leaming score. Since the t-tests revealed that no significant 
differences existed on the scores, the responses were combined and all 89 responses 
were used in the study.
Table 3
Comparison of Respondents and Non-Respondents on Oddi Continuing Learning
One Respondents
Respondentsa Non-Respondentsb
n M SD n M SD df t B
OCLI 73 130.55 14.30 14 131.57 17.43 86 -.24 .814
BISL 73 53.84 5.51 14 51.07 7.00 85 1.65 .102
Note. a n=74. bn=15.
The demographic characteristics of gender, educational level, ethnicity, and 
marital status of the paper and pencil responses only (n=89) are reported in Table 4. 
Table 4 shows that the majority o f the respondents were female (n=59,66.3%), had a 4 
year degree (n=33, 37.1%), were Caucasian (n=84, 94.5%), and were married (n=73, 
82.0%).
As seen in Table 5, the paper and pencil respondents had a mean age of 45.55 
(SD=9.25) years. Teachers average salary was $48,630 (SD=13,120) and they had 
been teaching business for an average of 19.52 (SD=9.67) years.
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Table 4







4 Year Degree 33 37.1
Masters Degree 31 34.8
Masters Plus 30/ 22 24.7
Doctoral Degree 2 2.2
Other 1 1.1
Ethnicity











Table 6 shows that of the respondents, 88.8% (n=79) had job tenure, 75.3% 
(n=67) were not pursuing further business education, and 53.8% (n=47) preferred to 
teach computer courses.
46
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 5
Age. Number of Years Teaching Business and Salary for Field Test One Respondents
Demographics M SD
Age (years) 45.55 9.25
Number of Years Teaching Business (years) 19.52 9.67
Salary ($) $48,630.00 $13120.00
Table 6
Respondents Pursuing Further Business Education. Job Tenure, and Preference to 
Teach Computer Courses for Field Test One Respondents
Variable Number Percent











Table 7 shows the paper and pencil responses to the 24 items on the Oddi
Continuing Learning Inventory. The highest mean for an individual item was for 5 
with a mean o f 6.74 (SD=.76), indicating that teachers strongly agreed that beliefs and 
values help them with daily tasks. The lowest mean was 3.48 (SD=2.02) which 
indicated teachers only slightly disagreed that they read serious literature for pleasure. 
The standard deviations ranged from .68 to 2.10
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Table 7
Responses to the Oddi Continuing Teaming Inventory for Field Test One Respondents
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Items M SD
5 Due to licensing agreement, items of the Oddi Continuing 6.74 .76
1 Learning inventory were not published. Items are available 6.71 .76










12 a 5.44 1.69






17 a 4.57 1.97
20 a 4.49 1.73
24 a 3.99 2.10
19 3.49 2.10
10 3.48 2.02
Note. Scale for the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory is as follows: 1-strongly 
disagree, 2-moderately disagree, 3-slightly disagree, 4-undecided, 5 slightly agree, 6 
moderately agree, and 7-strongly agree. 
a = items reverse scored.
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Table 8 shows the results of the exploratory factor analysis conducted on the
24 items in the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. The exploratory factor analysis
used the oblimin rotation and was set a priori to extract 3 factors from the 24 items.
Factor one (general factor) contained 11 items. The lowest loadings in factor one were
for item 8 (.417), item 22 (.368), and item 7 (.390). Factor two (avidity for reading)
contained eight items. The lowest loadings in factor two were for item 23 (.461) and
item 3 (.360). The third factor (self-regulation) contains five items. In factor three,
only item 24 had a low factor loading (.344).
Table 9 shows the estimates of interned consistency for the three scales of the
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. Scale one had an internal consistency of .840
and scale two had an internal consistency of .742. Scale three had the lowest estimate
of internal consistency (.580).
Table 10 shows the means and standard deviations for the overall Oddi
Continuing Learning Inventory and each of the three sub-scales. The Oddi
Continuing Learning Inventory will be interpreted in this document as follows:
168 - 156 - strongly self-directed 
155 - 132 - moderately self-directed 
131 -108 - slightly self-directed 
107 - 84 - lowly self-directed 
83 - 60 - slightly not self-directed 
59 - 36 - moderately not self-directed 
35 - 24 - strongly not self-directed
The lowest total score for the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory was 60 and the
highest was 166 which indicates individuals ranged from being slightly not self-
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directed to being strongly self-directed. The mean score o f the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory was 130.72 (SD=14.73). This score indicates that the business 
teachers are slightly self-directed.
Table 8
Three Factor Solution For Principal Component Pattern Matrix with Oblimin Rotation 
for Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory for Field Test One Respondents
Components
Items  :--------------------------- ---------
5 .874 -.141 .081
1 .867 -.193 .123
6 .755 .089 -.058
2 .744 .068 .100
4 .739 .206 -.157
16 .682 .026 .098
18 .652 -.191 .224
15 .638 -.112 -.129
8 .417 .030 .248
22 .368 .069 -.153
7 .340 .199 .083
19 -.234 .744 -.147
10 .025 .693 -.223
9 -.004 .620 .160
13 -.106 .575 .044
14 .121 .558 -.056
11 .103 .541 .306
23 .322 .461 -.027
.272 .360 .274
17 -.043 -.106 .693
20 .021 .016 .674
21 .021 -.023 .617
12 -.043 .005 .616
24 .103 .212 .334
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Table 10
Field Test One Results for the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and Sub-Scales
Inventory Minimum Maximum M SD
General Factor 19 77 69.30 6.95
Avidity to Reading 15 54 37.43 8.30
Self-Regulation 9 35 23.83 5.65
Oddi Continuing Learning 60 166 130.72 14.73
In Table 11, the means and standard deviations o f the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Leaming are reported. The highest item mean was for item 18 
(M=6.78, SD=.58). Business teachers reported that most of the time “I expect to do 
well in my job.” The lowest mean was 2.91 (SD=1.75) to item 7. Business teachers 
reported that it was seldom not true of them that “I want more rewards in this job than 
most o f my colleagues receive.” These mean responses indicate that the respondents 
widely varied in their response to the items.
Table 12 provides the 16 factor solution to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Leaming. Of the 16 factors provided, 10 constructs were extracted. The ten 
constructs that were extracted were Good Job/Performance, Peer Learning, Self- 
efficacy, Supportive Workplace, Time Management, Extrinsic Motivation, 
Willingness to Change/Improve, Help Seeking, Intrinsic Motivation, and Managers 
Rating. As a result of the factor analysis, items 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 11, 28, 29, 32, 37, were 
reworded in an attempt to strengthen their contributions to the reliability of the scale.
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Table 11
Responses to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming for Field Test One 
Respondents
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming Items M SD
18. I expect to do well in my job. 6.78 0.58
15. I’m confident I can understand basic concepts in my job. 6.75 0.63
42. I am successful in my job. 6.62 0.75
44. I have excellent work performance. 6.60 0.63
43. I perceive myself as having strong work related 
knowledge.
6.60 0.67
46. My immediate supervisor would rate me as excellent on 
my work evaluations.
6.48 1.01
25. I make sure to keep up with weekly duties and 
assignments for my job.
6.47 0.76
19. I’m certain I can master any new skills my job requires. 6.44 0.83
9. If I study in appropriate ways, then I will be able to learn 
the material for the job.
6.40 0.78
13. I believe I should receive an excellent job appraisal on 
my current job.
6.39 0.93
53. I prefer to use technology in my job. 6.30 1.08
45. My colleagues would rate me excellent in my job 
performance.
6.29 0.99
11. If I try hard enough to learn, then I will understand job 
related material.
6.22 0.99
41. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help if  necessary. 6.09 1.20
1. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I can learn 
new things.
6.02 1.07
16. I’m confident I can understand the most complex 
material in my job.
5.95 1.10
32. Even though some work related material is dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep working until I finish.
5.94 1.09
50. I am able to change my habits and procedures to stay 
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming Items M SD
20. Considering the difficulty o f this job and my skills, I 5.84 2.03
think I do well in my job.
21. I am usually able to leam new material for my job when I 5.83 2.06
can concentrate.
22. I make good use o f my time to study new material for my 5.83 1.21
job.
2. In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my curiosity, even if 5.83 1.02
they are difficult to leam.
17. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my work 5.78 2.05
assignments.
10. It is my own fault if I don’t leam the material for my job. 5.76 1.48
40. When I cannot understand material for this job, I will ask 5.75 1.43
another colleague for help.
52. I have access to current technology in my workplace. 5.75 1.72
30.a When work is difficult, I give up or only do the easy 5.70 1.70
parts o f my job.
29. I work hard to do well in this job even if I don’t like 5.64 1.69
what I am doing.
4. In my job, when I have the opportunity, I choose 5.60 1.16
assignments that I can leam from even if  they don’t 
guarantee a reward.
31. I set goals to leam new materials. 5.49 1.26
39. When learning new material for my job, I ask others to 5.39 1.59
clarify concepts that I don’t understand.
36. I try to work with other colleagues from my department 5.39 1.64
or others departments to complete assignments.
28.a I often feel so lazy or bored when I study material for my 5.37 1.74
job that I quit before I finish what I had planned to do.
14. I’m certain I can understand the most difficult material 5.27 1.69
presented when reading business education professional 
journals.
48. My supervisors/administrators encourage me to leam 5.09 1.73
new topics related to my job.
35. When learning material for my job, I often try to explain 5.02 1.88
the material to colleagues.
f table continued")
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming Items M SD
3. The most satisfying thing for me in this job is trying to 
understand the content o f my job related materials as 
thoroughly as possible.
4.90 1.90
33. I am involved with peer learning when I leam at work. 4.89 1.92
51. I have the power to make changes in my workplace. 4.75 2.00
24. I have a regular place set aside to leam for my job. 4.47 2.08
23 ,a I find it hard to stick to a schedule to leam material for 
my job.
4.44 2.01
8 . I want to do well in this job because it is important to 
show my ability to my family, friends, employers, or 
others.
4.40 2.11
34. My co-workers encourage me to leam new work related 
materials.
4.26 2.09
49. My supervisors/administrators provide funding for me to 
leam new topics related to my job.
4.19 2.08
12. If I don’t understand the job related material, it is 
because I didn’t try hard enough to leam the material.
4.19 2.17
37. When learning new materials, I set aside time to discuss 
the material with a group of colleagues from my field.
4.16 1.85
47. My supervisors/administrators provide time for me to 
leam new topics related to my job.
3.96 2.23
26.a I find I do not spend very much time learning new 
material because of other activities.
3.92 2.07
27.a I rarely find time to read about new materials in my field. 3.70 1.89
6 . The most important thing in my job for me right now is 
improving my overall status.
3.50 2.04
5. Getting a reward in this job is the most satisfying thing 
for me right now.
3.36 1.98
38. Even though I have trouble learning material for this job, 
I try to do the work on my own, without help from 
others.
3.31 1.81
7. I want more rewards in this job than most of my 
colleagues receive.
2.91 1.75
Note. Scale for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self Learning is as follows: 1-not true 
of me most of the time, 2-often not true of me, 3-seldom not true o f me, 4-undecided, 
5-seldom true of me, 6-often true of me, and 7-true of me most o f the time. 
a = items reverse scored.
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Items 5,13, 14, 24, 30, and 38 were deleted (See Field Test One Instrument, Appendix 
H) because the author was not able to find a way to reword so they would be stronger 
contributors to the reliability of the scale. O f the 16 factors, 6 (7, 8, 9, 14, 15, and 16) 
were eliminated due to the elimination of the items.
The internal consistency of the ten factors are shown in Table 13. Extrinsic 
Motivation (.670), Time Management (.683), and Willingness to Change/Improve 
(.768) had the lowest alpha, while all other factors had alpha scores ranging from .843 
to .990.
Table 14 shows the means, standard deviations, minimum, and maximum 
scores on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and the sub-scales that 
resulted from the factor analysis. Good Job/Performance had the highest sub-scale 
score of 6.56 (SD=.54) (most of the time true o f me) and Extrinsic Motivation had the 
lowest sub-scale score of 3.64 (SD=.44) (seldom not true of me). The low score on the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming was 32.38 and the high score was 66.25. 
This range can be interpreted as ranging from most of the time true o f me to seldom 
not true of me.
The mean score on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming was 53.98 
(SD=5.64). The possible range of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming for 
field test one was from 10-70. The score on field test one can be interpreted to mean 
that business teachers are seldom self-directed.
56
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 12
Sixteen Factor Solution For Principal Component Pattern Matrix With Oblimin 
Rotation for Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming for Field Test One 
Respondents
.. _____________________________ Components____________________________
emS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
15 .900 -.009 .043 .045 -.025 .032 -.063 .101 .018.002 .021 .009 -.070 .076 .001 .034
18 .691 -.058 .018 .090 -.072 -.105 -.004 .027 .177.033 .145 .134 .234 .061 .042.112
16 .606 .091 .068 .010 .101 .063 .100 .094 -.061 .100 -.183 .068 -.023 .471 -.069-.016
25 .594 .003 -.132 .044 .069 .007 .235 -.065 -.180-.407 -.023 -.149 .064 -.327 -.089 .083
43 .561 .125 .076 -.050 .086 -.083 -.043 .014 -.001 .033 .051 .192 .463 -.034 -.002 .039
42 .523 -.095 .090 .039 -.101 -.035 .019 -.065 .054-.252 .191 .080 .427 .009 .120.096
34 -.134 .787-.010 .092 -.153 -.070 -.069 .072 -.018-.034 .124 .024 .028 .035 -.176-.009
35 .070 .781 -.040 .010 -.030 .012 -.093 .067 .020-.096 .158 .132 -.038 -.009 -.103-.049
36 -277 .690 .011 -.105 .242 .199 .062 -.073 .085.129 .130 -.024 .006 -.057 -.060-.022
33 -.167 .675 .085 .178 .023 -.118 .077 -.003 -.089-.072 .116 .064 -.050 .088 -.038 .216
37 .031 .652 .040 -.001 .081 .119 .119 -.132 .025-.041 .041 .069 -.008 -.080 .211-.093
21 .053 -.008 .982 -.032 .017 .000 -.047 .049 .054-.006 .012 .014 .011 -.044 .020-.061
20 -.009 -.010 .975 -.019 -.003 -.046 -.003 -.043 .051-.001 .010 -.009 .077 -.029 .019-.040
17 .014 .004 .969 -.029 .014 -.005 -.056 -.022 .015-.024 .001 .037 .033 .035 .008-.022
24 -.004 .147 .544 .042 -.015 .127 .202 -.020 -.198 .086 -.102 -.224 -.133 -.014 .152.460
47 -.016 .007 -.032 .841 .041 .086 .063 .169 .086 .035 -.048 -.097 .071 -.108 .167 .090
48 -.004 .072 .089 .804 .157 .063 -.131 -.027 .040-.100 -.054 -.013 .140 -.086 -.053-.030
51 .046 .062 -.002 .785 -.172 -.086 -.195 .052 -.164-.030 -.145 .084 .056 .133 -.108 .061
49 .166 -.090 -.138 .729 .079 .087 .141 -.080 .128-.057 .194 -.145 -.140 -.005 -.026-.204
52 --126 .105 -.001 .566 -.214 .036 .306 .055 -.069-.032 .231 .255 .114 .146 -.044 .072
26 -048 .011 .025 .039 .795 -.102 -.028 -.068 -.015-.105 .098 .019 -.014 .078 .154.024
4  -.059 .099 -.121 .070 .555 -.054 .009 .227 .311 .126 .216 .229 .048 -.127 -.128 .100
27 -.060 .055 -.076 -.155 .488 -.126 .203 .113 -.038-.092 -.108 -.004 .055 .390 .040-.338
23 .080 -.235 -.198 .101 .400 -.128 .290 .049 -.186 .028 -.196 .067 -.172 -.016 .274.224
29 .014 .262 .040 .037 .363 .116 .224 .171 .063-.084 -.248 .088 .295 -.257 -.290 .105
(table continued)
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___________________________Components____________________________
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
7 .075 .010 .024 .004 .014 .801-.019-.030-.055 .131 -.033 -.068 .016 .118-.201 .069
6 -.051 .072-.061 .227-.152 .778 .133-.068 .009 .005 .011 .152-.091 .063 .209-.103
8 -.035 .023-.066-.149-.095 .528-.272 .042 .288--.394 .085-.047-.010-.115-.204 .202
5 -.088 .215-.142-.082-.116 .515-.221 .123-.007 .062-.210-.075 .419 .056 .395-.112
12 -.080-.188 .247 .152 .047 .487 .102 .109 .013--.075 .170 .167-.276-.053-.227-.124
32 .007 .041 -.038-.036 .038 .042 .838 .010 .057--.095-.047 .086 .184 .082-.081-.010
10 .090-.032-.021 .122 .062-.054 .009 .843-.045 .075-.048 .021 -.075 .057 .093-.140
9 .157 .096 .011 -.130-.310-.083 .366 .466 .239--.150 .126-.032 .019 .034-.048 .277
38 -.021 .141 -.147 .008 .081 .077-.155-.004-.764--.132 .312 .038 .029-.006 .136--.034
3 -.010 .124-.050 .110 .102 .069-.120-.081 .630--.085 .125 .000 .051 .017 .218-.074
22 -.073-.098 .046 .021 .290 .022 .199-.010 .005-.659-.034 .080 .065 .159-.016-.036
50 .126 .280 .067 .185 -.137-.200 .038 .041-.071-.629-.126 .010 .018-.065 .170--.018
11 -.042 .029 .010 .081 .076 .118-.163 .530-.117--.535 .083 .029-.050 .046-.042 .204
19 .276 .064 .189 .176-.119-.115-.053 .092 .131-.489 .086 .060 .067 .344 .002--.045
53 .075 .114 .008 .187-.004-.077 .140-.291 .092-.483 .064 .205 .073 .222 .104--.013
41 .154 .025-.039-.064-.073 .107 .018 .044 .050 .030 .820-.059-.070-.065 .044--.018
40 i © 00 .256 .040-.016 .149-.104-.038 .061 -.040-.003 .796-.115 .140 .106 .076--.099
39 -.074 .169 .028 .074 .079-.045-.029-.133-.165 .028 .789 .064 .047 .021-.141 .150
30 .004-.031 .011 -.129-.142 .023 .201 .161 -.109 .082 .055 .747 .034-.251 .131--.059
1 .052 .151 -.021 .033 .183 .032-.023-.132 .067--.129-.108 .683 -.035 .228 .010 .070
2 .142 .203 .005 .008 .175 .067-.214-.061 .071-.090-.261 .652-.042 .192 .033 .052
45 -.057-.058 .203 .098 .038 .012 .116-.066 .043-.211 .099-.032 .773 .086 .036--.021
46 .112-.014-.061 .201 -.024-.101 .101-.090-.020 .152-.031 -.036 .721 .109-.070 .165
44 .404-.153 .017 .010 .027-.027 .121 .027 .043-.008 .087 .211 .589-.067 .054 .093
14 .094-.084-.065-.052 .013 .214 .076 .047 .013-.109 .080-.023 .131 .762 .067 .154
28 -.015-.193 .104 .000 .129-.124-.064 .062 .028-.075 .022 .203 .015 .056 .728 .027
13 .125-.160-.053-.027 .016-.027-.087-.004-.039-.019 .018 .061 .231 .101 -.084.782
31 .027 .273-.125 -.011 .119-.064 .220-.138 .290-.035 .025-.012-.101 .060 .263 .486
Note. Components 1-16 explain 77.933% of variance in the total scale
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Table 13
Internal Consistency of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning Factors for 















































































Factors 14, 15, 16
(eliminated)
Note. Factors 7,8,9, 14, 15,16 were eliminated because they did not load at the 
minimum level of .400 or because they did not contribute to validity or reliability.
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Table 14
Scales for Field Test One Respondents
Inventory Minimum Maximum M SD
Good Job/Performance 3.00 7.00 6.56 0.54
Managers Ratings 2.50 7.00 6.44 0.84
Willingness to Change/Improve 1.50 7.00 6.15 0.76
Intrinsic Motivation 2.00 7.00 5.97 0.97
Self-efficacy 1.00 7.00 5.97 1.89
Help Seeking 1.00 7.00 5.78 1.17
Peer Learning 1.00 7.00 4.94 1.46
Supportive Workplace 1.00 7.00 4.47 1.66
Time Management 1.33 7.00 4.09 1.53
Extrinsic Motivation 1.00 6.33 3.64 1.44
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning 32.38 66.25 53.9 5.64
Table 15 shows learning resources and how important the teachers perceived 
them to be when learning new material for the job. Committees (M=4.59. SD=1.75) 
and professional organizations (M=4.91, SD=1.85) were found the least important 
resources for business teachers who found them to be seldom important. Teachers 
reported preparing to teach (M=6.51, SD=1.01) was most important and 
experimenting (M=6.33, SD=1.03) was often important.
Responses to the amount of time business teachers used the learning resources 
during the school year week and summer week did not yield usable answers. This 
item was revised and constructed as an ordinal response item for field test two.
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Table 15
Responses to Bartlett’s Learning Resource Inventory for Field Test One Respondents
Bartlett’s Learning Resource Inventory Items M  SD
Teaching (preparing for classroom instruction/presentations) 6.51 1.01
Experimentation (learning by doing) 6.33 1.04
Reading 6.08 1.17
Discussion (Examples: Informal conversations with colleagues & 
other professionals, parents, students, advisory committees, 
employers)
6.03 1.25
Electronic Media (Examples: E-mail, listserv, Internet) 5.86 1.41
Personal notetaking 5.77 1.16
Investigation (Examples: Visits to technology vendors, business 
and industry field trips, visits to other schools)
5.74 1.45
Formal courses or workshops 5.73 1.52
Demonstrations (Examples: Watching peer/colleague teaching, 
software demonstrations)
5.72 1.56
Media (Examples: Audio tapes, T.V., video tapes) 5.55 1.42
Consultation (formal interactions professionals in which specific 
advise is sought)
5.50 1.43
Observation (watching a colleague) 5.45 1.55
Suppliers & vendors 5.43 1.45
Mentoring (Serving as support and/or information resource) 5.31 1.55
Writing (Examples: preparing articles, newsletters, reports or 
curriculum materials)
5.10 1.63
Library Resources 5.02 1.65
Professional Organizations 4.91 1.85
Committees 4.59 1.75
Note. Scale for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Resource Inventory is as follows: 1-most of the 
time unimportant, 2-often unimportant, 3-seldom unimportant, 4-undecided, 5-seldom 
important, 6-often important, and 7-most of the time important.
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Field Test 2
The drawn sample for field test two consisted o f240 business education 
teachers. Of the business education teachers (N=240), 117 (48.8%) responded. A 
follow-up phone call was made to a random sample o f25 (20.0%) non-respondents. 
O f the 25 non-respondents, 9 (36.0%) completed the survey. Table 16 shows that 
there was no difference between the respondents and the non-respondents. The 
complete delivered sample of 126 (52.5%) respondents was used in the remainder of 
the analysis of field test two.
Table 16
Inventory and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leamine for Field Test Two
Respondents
Respondents a Non-Respondents b
N M SD N M SD df t £
OCLI 114 132.82 16.03 5 132.00 9.97 117 .102 .919
BISL 115 50.08 5.78 6 50.75 5.05 119 -.279 .781
an=117. bn=9.
The demographic characteristics of gender, educational level, ethnicity, and 
marital status of the respondents o f field test two are reported in Table 17. Table 17 
shows that the majority of the respondents were female (n=88, 69.8%), Caucasian 
(n=T 18, 93.7%) and married (n=103, 81.7%). Of the respondents, ‘59 (46.8%) had a 
Masters Degree.
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Table 17







4 Year Degree 42 33.3
Masters Degree 59 46.8
Masters Plus 30/ 23 18.3
Doctoral Degree 0 0.0
Missing 2 1.6
Ethnicity
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Table 18 presents the age, number of years teaching business, and salary of the 
business educators. The participants in field test two had an average age o f 46.6 
(SD—9.181 years. The teachers had an average o f 18.6 (SD=9.77) years o f  business 
teaching experience and made an average o f 47,300 (SD=11.51) dollars.
Table 18
Age. Number o f Years Teaching Business and Salary for Field Test Two Respondents
Demographics M SD
Age (years) 46.60 9.18
Number of Years Teaching Business 18.60 9.77
Salary ($) $47376.00 $11,510.00
Table 19 presents further description of the participants in field test two. 
Currently, 85 (67.5%) of the teachers are pursuing further education in business. A 
majority of the teachers (n=109, 86.5%) reported having job tenure. Of the teachers, 
65 (51.6%) had a preference to teach computer related courses.
Table 20 describes the responses to the 24 items on the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory. The highest mean score of 6.62 (SD=.86) was with item 1. The 
respondents strongly agreed that they successfully complete tasks they undertake. The 
lowest mean score o f 3.67 (SD=1.97) was with item 10. The respondents only slightly 
agreed they selected serious literature to read for pleasure.
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Table 19
Respondents Pursuing Further Education in Business. Job Tenure, and Preference to 
Teach Computer Courses for Field Test Two Respondents
Variable Number Percent












The exploratory 3 component analysis with an obiimin rotation yielded factor 
one (general factor) with 12 items, factor two (self-regulating) with 6 items, and factor 
three (avidity of reading) with 6 items. Factors one and three had items with low 
factor loadings. In factor one, items 8 (.378), 15 (.367), and 23 (.344) had low 
loadings and in factor three, items 11 (.496) and 9 (.447) had low factor loadings. 
Factor two did not have any low loadings.
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Table 20
Responses to the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory for Field Test Two Respondents
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Items M SD
1 Due to licensing agreement, items of the Oddi Continuing 6.62 0.86
5 Learning inventory were not published. Items are 6.61 0.89














2 1 a 5.12 1.73







2 0 a 4.67 1.77
2 4 3 4.12 1.99
10 3.67 1.97
Note. Scale for the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory is as follows: 1-strongly
disagree, 2-moderately disagree, 3-sIightly disagree, 4-undecided, 5 slightly agree, 6 
moderately agree, and 7-strongly agree.
3 = items were reverse scored
Table 22 presents the internal consistency for the three factor solution o f the 
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. All factors had acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha
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scores. Factor one (the general factor) had an Alpha of .887, factor two (self- 
regulation) had an Alpha of .702, and factor three (avidity to reading) had an alpha o f 
.717.
Table 21
Three Factor Solution For Principal Component Pattern Matrix with Oblimin Rotation 




2 .884 .082 -.104
5 .872 -.072 .039
6 .836 -.099 -.083
1 .796 .043 .042
16 .774 .099 -.262
4 .742 .032 .170
18 .721 -.159 .034
3 .718 -.004 -.036
22 .456 -.178 .175
8 .445 .073 .150
15 .378 .115 .229
23 .367 .294 .196
7 .344 .044 .193
20 -.133 .783 .092
12 .034 .701 -.233
17 -.128 .699 .198
21 .177 .592 -.203
24 .006 .581 .095
10 -.252 -.006 .772
13 .170 -.046 .620
14 .130 -.249 .533
19 .178 .140 .508
11 .180 .140 .496
9 .244 .208 .447
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Table 23 presents the means, standard deviations, minimum, and maximum 
scores on the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. The highest score on the Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory was 160, while the lowest score was 45. Scores ranged 
from frequently disagreeing to self-directed learning item to agreeing most of the time. 
The mean Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory score was 132.92 (SD=15.75). This 
score indicates that the business teachers moderately agree with the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory items and are slightly self-directed learners.
Table 23
for Field Test Two Respondents
Inventory Minimum Maximum M SD
General Factor 19 91 80.33 9.02
Self-regulating 5 35 23.68 6.29
Avidity of Reading 9 40 28.81 6.71
Oddi Continuing Learning 45 160 132.9 15.75
Table 24 describes the responses to the 56 items on the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning. The highest mean score of 6.79 (SD=.65) was with item 
15. The respondent reported that “I expect to do will in my job.” was true of them 
most of the time. The lowest mean score of 3.94 (SD=1.90) was with item 6. The 
respondents were undecided on “I want more rewards in this job than most of my 
colleagues receive.”
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Table 24
Responses to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning for Field Test Two 
Respondents
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items M SD
15. I expect to do well in my job.
12. I’m confident I can understand basic concepts in my job.
17. Considering the difficulty of this job and my skills, I
think I do well in my job.
9. It is my responsibility to learn new material for my job.
18. I am usually able to learn new material for my job when I 
can concentrate.
39. I am successful in my job.
14. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my work
assignments.
41. I have excellent work performance.
10. If I try hard enough to learn, I will understand job related 
material.
8. I am able to learn the material for my job.
40. I perceive myself as having strong work related 
knowledge.
43. My immediate supervisor would rate me as excellent on
my work evaluations.
16. I’m certain I can master any new skills my job requires.
3. It is satisfying for me to understand the content of my
job related materials as thoroughly as possible.
21. I make sure to keep up with weekly duties and
assignments for my job.
53. I prefer to use technology in my job.
42. My colleagues would rate me excellent in my job 
performance.






































Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f  Self-Learning Items M SD
13. I’m confident I can understand the most complex 
material in my job.
6.23 1.00
29. In my job, I can identify new materials I need to learn. 6.20 0.98
54. I prefer to use computers to learn new material. 6.19 1.13
19. I make good use of my time to study new material for my 
job.
6.18 0.98
38. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help if necessary. 6.17 1.02
11. If I don’t ’ understand the job related material, it is 
because I didn’t try hard enough to learn the material.
6.15 1.35
52. I have access to current technology in my workplace. 6.13 1.20
27. I strive to fulfill all goals I set even though some are 
difficult.
6.08 1.01
37. When I cannot understand material for this job, I will ask 
another colleague for help.
6.08 1.09
47. I am able to change my habits and procedures to stay 
productive in my job.
6.06 0.90
4. In my job, I choose tasks that I can learn from, even if 
they don’t guarantee a reward.
6.03 1.04
1. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I can learn 
new things.
6.02 1.11
30. Even though I don’t like tasks, I do well on them. 5.94 0.94
2 . In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my curiosity, even if 
they are difficult to learn.
5.94 1.13
28. I set goals to learn new knowledge related to my job. 5.91 1.12
36. When learning new material for my job, I ask others to 
clarify concepts that I don’t understand.
5.79 1.26
55. I enjoy using the Internet to learn new material. 5.77 1.57
26. I set goals to learn new materials. 5.75 1.20
34. I try to work with other colleagues from my department 
or others departments to complete assignments.
5.67 1.49
51. My organization encourages opportunities to learn. 5.42 1.40
(table continued")
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning Items M SD
33. When learning material for my job, I often try to explain 
the material to colleagues.
5.35 1.47
45. My supervisors/administrators encourage me to leam 
new topics related to my job.
5.30 1.85
31. I am involved with peer learning when I leam at work. 5.29 1.58
49. I have support from my organization to be innovative. 5.20 1.53
7. I want to do well in this job because it is important to 
show my ability to my family, friends, employers, or 
others.
5.12 1.94
2 4 .a When I study material for my job, I quit before I finish 
learning the material.
5.09 1.87
5. In my job, improving my overall status is an important 
thing in for me right now.
5.01 1.81
35. When learning new materials, I set aside time to discuss 
the material with colleagues.
4.93 1.65
48. I have the power to make changes in my workplace. 4.84 1.72
32. My co-workers encourage me to leam new work related 
materials.
4.81 1.95
50. My organization supports attempt to change the 
organization.
4.71 1.61
46. My supervisors/administrators provide funding for me to 
leam new topics related to my job.
4.68 1.90
44. My supervisors/administrators provide time for me to 
leam new topics related to my job.
4.63 2.04
22 . a I find I do not spend very much time learning new 
material because of other activities.
4.37 1.97
2 3 .a I rarely find time to read about new materials in my field. 4.31 1.88
20 . I find it hard to follow a time schedule to leam material 
for my job.
4.27 2.07
25. a When I have a task to do, I do the easy parts first. 3.99 2.06
6 . I want more rewards in this job than most o f my 
colleagues receive.
3.94 1.90
Note. Scale for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self Learning is as follows: 1-not true 
of me most o f the time, 2-often not true of me, 3-seldom not true of me, 4-undecided, 
5-seldom true of me, 6-often true of me, and 7-true of me most of the time. 
a = reverse scored items
Table 25 presents the findings of the principal component analysis using an 
oblimin rotation on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning. The principal
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component analysis yielded 12 factors. Factor 1 (Performance and Self-Efficacy of 
Work) consists of items 8, 9 ,  10,12, 13, 14, 15, 16,17, 18,40,41, and 47. Factor 2 
(Supportive Workplace) consists o f items 44 ,45 ,46 ,48 ,49 , 50 and 51. Factor 3 (Peer 
Learning) consists of items 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35. Factor 4 (Time Management) 
consists of items 22, 23, 24 and 25. Factor 5, due to the face validity o f the items was 
eliminated as a factor. Factor 6 (Extrinsic Motivation) consisted o f items 5 and 6 . 
Factor 7 (Goal Setting) consisted of items 26, 27, 28,29 and 30. Factor 8 (Attitude 
Toward Technology) consisted of items 53, 54, 55, and 56. Factor 9 (Intrinsic 
Motivation) consisted of items 1, 2, 3, and 5. Factor 10 was eliminated because of the 
low loading and Factor 11 was eliminated due to the face validity o f  the items. Factor 
12 (Help Seeking) consists of items 36, 37 and 38.
Table 26 shows the estimates o f internal consistency for the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning using Cronbach’s Alpha. Factor 1 (Performance and Self- 
Efficacy) had an Alpha of .955, factor 2 (Supportive Workplace) had an Alpha of .889, 
factor 3 (Peer Learning) had an Alpha o f .877, factor 4 (Time Management) had an 
Alpha of .868, factor 5 (eliminated), factor 6 (Extrinsic Motivation) had an Alpha of 
.666, factor 7 (Goal Setting) had an Alpha of .857, factor 8 (Attitude Toward 
Technology) had an Alpha of .872, factor 9 (Intrinsic Motivation) had an Alpha of 
.875, factors 10 and 11 were eliminated, and factor 12 (Help Seeking) had an Alpha of 
.867.
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Table 25
12 Factor Principal Component Solution Using Pattern Matrix with Oblimin Rotation 
for Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning for Field Test Two Respondents
__________________________ Components__________________________
Items
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
41 .857 -.050 -.056 .075 .050 .053 .012 -.004 -.013 -.227 -.065 -.056
39 .857 .004 -.065 -.014 .031 .095 .025 -.011 -.050 -.191 -.101 -.073
15 .839 -.052 .051 -.060 -.011 -.005 .095 -.072 -.018 .094 .003 -.079
14 .795 .036 .017 -.028 .045 -.050 .061 -.142 .054 .111 .039 -.076
17 .780 -.072 -.034 .071 .005 -.027 .034 -.079 -.073 .154 .121 .019
43 .775 .012 -.093 .164 .060 -.084 -.099 .027 -.054 -.377 -.093 -.016
18 .744 -.007 .010 .021 .003 .041 .082 -.130 -.051 .217 .187 .025
12 .709 .036 -.011 -.034 -.015 -.016 .127 -.126 -.088 .141 .136 .057
10 .701 -.013 .049 .047 -.005 .072 .084 -.103 -.049 .055 .177 -.064
16 .678 .095 -.013 .037 .013 .038 .028 .025 -.151 .353 .133 .074
9 .677 -.010 .029 -.067 .024 -.113 .026 -.226 -.176 .051 .045 -.064
40 .674 -.035 -.111 .044 .015 .052 .259 -.025 -.154 -.084 -.026 .052
13 .534 .146 .013 .206 .022 .012 -.078 .109 -.131 .504 .172 .087
47 .337 .110 -.059 .195 -.069 .186 .295 -.091 -.032 -.081 .098 -.089
49 .010 .911 -.128 .024 .069 -.021 -.040 -.048 -.009 .104 -.140 .032
48 .148 .878 -.009 -.035 .086 .089 -.066 -.011 .001 .183 -.107 -.042
51 -.024 .813 .004 -.005 .073 -.020 .122 -.013 .041 -.084 .041 .051
50 -.182 .802 -.016 .024 .061 .088 .087 -.095 .064 .124 .034 -.093
46 -.054 .644 .235 -.128 -.195 -.029 .065 .068 -.135 -.269 .204 -.028
44 .003 .644 .019 .105 -.141 -.088 -.111 .075 .004 -.384 .169 .027
45 .086 .483 -.152 .198 -.254 -.072 .002 -.068 -.003 1 ON OO .158 .065
35 .020 .001 -.834 .037 .138 .037 .025 .029 -.037 .004 .130 -.043
32 -.131 .113 -.757 -.068 -.278 .109 .004 .115 -.115 .121 -.175 -.131
34 .029 -.070 -.739 .015 .084 -.105 .091 -.019 -.212 -.125 .135 -.110
31 .215 .026 -.632 .025 -.163 .087 -.065 -.071 .118 .034 -.028 -.288
33 .008 .092 -.579 -.046 .104 .064 .000 -.082 -.190 -.091 .004 -.227
22 -.067 .001 .026 .860 .009 .011 .081 -.166 .009 .031 -.026 -.025
23 .002 .080 -.078 .855 -.036 -.014 .054 -.078 -.045 .017 -.055 .083
24 .172 -.126 -.016 .825 .008 -.035 .019 -.102 .025 -.055 -.062 .021
25 -.002 .144 .379 .567 .043 .043 -.022 .178 -.351 .009 .038 -.172
ftable continued)
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Components
Items
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
42 .072 .062 .021 .016 .965 .017 -.004 -.039 -.017 -.051 -.018 -.013
11 .084 .079 .027 -.041 .957 .037 -.037 -.052 -.004 .049 -.016 -.016
8 .548 .061 .047 .003 -.593 -.128 .126 -.183 -.011 .067 .062 .073
6 -.014 -.041 -.028 .128 .081 .843 .044 .076 .053 .033 .132 .011
5 -.035 .135 -.173 -.050 .079 .682 .209 -.068 -.113 .017 .011 .173
20 -.144 .018 -.143 .338 .112 -.530 .271 .106 .033 .145 .068 .004
26 -.088 -.005 -.010 .050 -.013 .055 .854 -.110 .002 -.083 -.007 -.039
27 .013 .092 .025 .048 -.023 .052 .733 -.066 -.064 -.007 .044 -.129
28 -.015 -.001 .017 .169 -.020 .030 .677 -.185 -.067 .032 .099 -.151
29 .293 -.074 -.129 .020 -.028 -.060 .583 -.109 -.119 .057 -.121 .013
30 .363 .113 -.031 -.057 .038 -.006 .453 .205 -.061 .082 -.131 -.013
53 .114 .040 .038 .048 -.065 .008 .041 -.802 -.075 -.065 .000 .086
54 .060 -.049 .083 .001 .059 .043 .040 -.801 -.150 -.008 -.001 -.042
56 .136 -.002 .069 -.004 -.051 .066 .055 -.796 -.107 .040 .019 -.047
55 -.055 .010 -.068 .136 .021 -.013 .092 -.711 -.088 .077 -.045 .017
52 -.005 .252 -.161 .146 .115 -.111 -.018 -.536 .082 -.130 .128 -.059
1 -.025 -.041 -.024 .115 -.032 .148 -.028 -.109 -.850 .055 -.071 -.085
2 -.051 -.036 -.067 .187 -.029 .087 .016 -.084 -.837 .019 -.059 -.057
4 .057 -.017 -.181 -.139 .081 -.108 .098 -.094 -.729 -.141 .032 .091
•*>j .244 .019 .014 -.181 .010 -.192 .004 -.183 -.583 .150 .091 -.190
7 -.054 -.002 -.051 -.141 -.152 .141 -.184 -.129 .051 .072 .707 -.007
19 .127 -.049 .007 .127 .069 -.039 .418 .020 -.095 .156 .508 .046
21 .209 .025 -.056 -.035 .101 .029 .264 .179 .029 -.228 .493 -.078
37 -.118 .007 -.082 -.077 .042 -.155 .025 -.004 -.090 .014 .012 -.854
38 .197 -.063 .010 -.092 .004 -.002 .208 -.091 .011 -.022 -.059 -.811
36 -.029 .050 -.204 .133 .018 .006 -.053 .109 .012 .015 .059 -.806
Note. Components 1-12 explains 76.03% of variance in the total scale
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Factor 5 (eliminated) 
Extrinsic Motivation .666
Goal Setting .857




















































































Table 27 reports the means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum
scores on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning and the sub-scales. The sub­
scale of Performance and Self-Efficacy of Work had the highest mean of 6.58 
(SD=.63), meaning it was reported being true of me most o f the time. The minimum 
score on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning was 22.18 being “seldom not 
true of me”, while the highest score was 60 being “true of me most of the time.” The 
mean of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning was 50.11 (SD=5.73). With 
the total score on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning on field test 2 being 
from 9-63, field test 2 respondents had a total Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Learning score that could be interpreted as often true o f me.
Table 28 shows the resources the business teachers felt as important to learning 
material in their job. The most important resources were experimentation (M=6.48,
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SD=.75) and preparing to teach fM=6.44. SD=1.01) both being often important. The 
least important resources the teachers reported were committees (M=4.91, SD=1.36) 
and professional organizations (M=5.15, SD=1.55) both being seldom important. 
Table 27
Test Two Respondents
Inventory Minimum Maximum M SD
Performance and Self-Efficacy of Work 1.15 7.00 6.58 .63
Attitude Toward Technology 1.25 7.00 6.15 1.04
Intrinsic Motivation 1.00 7.00 6.13 .90
Help Seeking 1.33 7.00 6.01 1.00
Goal Setting 1.80 7.00 5.98 .84
Peer Learning 1.20 7.00 5.21 1.34
Supportive Workplace 1.00 7.00 4.96 1.34
Extrinsic Motivation 1.00 7.00 4.47 1.61
Time Management 1.50 7.00 4.44 1.65
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Learning (Entire Scale)
22.18 60.00 50.11 5.73
The responses to the amount of time business teachers used the learning 
resources during the school year week and summer week are in Table 29. Of the 
teachers, 30.2% (n=38) reported spending between 6-10 hours a week using the 18 
learning resources in classroom time. During the school year outside the classroom, 
23.8% (n=30) of the teachers reported spending 3-5 hours a week using the learning 
resources and during the summer 24.6% (n=31) of the teachers reported using the 
learning resources 3-5 hours a week.
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Table 28
Responses to Bartlett’s Learning Resource Inventory for Field Test Two Respondents
Bartlett’s Learning Resource Inventory Items M. SD
Experimentation (learning by doing) 6.48 0.75




Discussion (Examples: Informal conversations with 
colleagues & other professionals, parents, students, 
advisory committees, employers)
6.13 0.81
Formal courses or workshops 6.10 1.07
Investigation (Examples: Visits to technology vendors, 
business and industry field trips, visits to other schools)
5.87 1.14
Demonstrations (Examples: Watching peer/colleague 
teaching, Software demonstrations)
5.86 1.25
Personal notetaking 5.81 0.99
Electronic Media (Examples: E-mail, listserv, Internet) 5.77 1.36
Observation (watching a colleague) 5.72 1.16
Consultation (formal interactions professionals in which 
specific advise is sought)
5.66 1.09
Mentoring (Serving as support and/or information 
resource)
5.60 1.23
Media (Examples: Audio tapes, T.V., video tapes) 5.58 1.27
Suppliers & vendors 5.41 1.11
Writing (Examples: preparing articles, newsletters, reports or 
curriculum materials)
5.22 1.52
Library Resources 5.21 1.58
Professional Organizations 5.15 1.55
Committees 4.91 1.36
Note. Scale for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Resource Inventory is as follows: 1-most of the 
time unimportant, 2-often unimportant, 3-seldom unimportant, 4-undecided, 5-seldom 
important, 6-often important, and 7-most of the time important.
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Table 29
Time Reported Using Learning Resources During a Typical Week for Field Test Two 
Respondents
Time o f Year Hours Spent_______________________________ Number Percent








more than 25 9 7.10
missing 2 1.60








more than 25 22 17.50
missing 2 1.60








more than 25 11 8.70
missing 3 2.40
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Test-Retest Findings
To provide further support for the reliability of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Learning, a test-retest was conducted as a follow-up procedure. A copy of the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning and a cover letter was sent to a census of 
the respondents (N=259). Of the 259 respondents 122 (47.1%) returned useable 
instruments. A phone follow-up yielded a response from 8 (5.8%) of the non­
respondents. A t-test was used to examine if  the respondents were similar to non­
respondents. Table 30 shows that there were no significant differences between 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning (test 1) and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Learning (test 2) for respondents and non-respondents. Due to there being no 
significant differences all 130 (50.1%) were used in the data analysis.
Table 30
Comparison of Respondents and Non-Respondents for Test-Retest on Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning, and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory for Self-Learning Retest
Respondentsa Non-Respondents b
M SD M SD df
BISL 59.36 6.02 59.25 6.57 128 -.046 .964
(Test 1)
BISL 61.66 6.25 63.09 5.96 128 .628 .531
(Re-test)
a n=122. bn=8 .
In observing the respondents answers to some items, the research felt it it was 
important to check that respondents were taking the time to properly respond to the
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instrument in the re-test process. A difference score was calculated between Bartlett- 
Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning test one and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Learning test two. The mean score for the difference was -1.18 (SD=6.14). If 
individuals fell outside of 3 standard deviations of the mean (17.42 to - 19.50) their 
instruments were examined. Two instruments fell in this category (difference of 20.73 
and difference of -41.22) and were examined. Due to finding observed inconsistencies 
in the completion of their instruments, they were removed from the test-retest phase of 
the study.
Table 31 shows the test-retest findings for each item on the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning. The correlations on individual items on the test-retest 
ranged from .223 to .686 . The lowest reliability score was on item 25 “When I study 
material for my job, I quit before I finishing learning the material.” Items 3, 20, 21,
26, 31, and 46 were deleted from the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning after 
the final factor analysis. The overall test-retest reliability for the instrument was .714.
Table 32 presents the test-retest findings of the sub-scales of the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning. Of the factors, help seeking (.346), time management 
(.428) external support(.463), and intrinsic motivation (.463) had moderate reliability. 
The overall Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning had good (.714) reliability 
according to Litwin (1995).
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Table 31
Pearson Correlation Coefficients For Test-Retest on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of
Self-Leamine
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items Correlation
Coefficient
U
1. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I 
can learn new things.
.527 <.001
2 . In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my 
curiosity, even if they are difficult to learn.
.517 <.001
3. It is satisfying for me to understand the content 
o f my job related materials as thoroughly as 
possible.a
.317 <.001
4. In my job, I choose tasks that I can learn from, 
even if they don’t guarantee a reward.
.412 <.001
5. In my job, improving my overall status is an 
important thing for me right now.
.475 <.001
6 . I want more rewards in this job than most of my 
colleagues receive.
.464 <.001
7. I want to do well in this job because my success 
is important to others.
.306 <.001
8. I am able to learn the material for my job. .452 <.001
9. It is my responsibility to leam new material for 
my job.
.341 <.001
10. If I try hard enough to leam, I will understand 
job related material.
.266 .002
11. I’m confident I can understand basic concepts in 
my job.
.310 <001
12. I’m confident I can understand the most 
complex material in my job.
.339 <.001
13. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my 
work assignments.
.294 <.001
14. I expect to do well in my job. .404 <.001
15. I am successful in my job. .424 <.001
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items Correlation p
Coefficient
17. I have excellent work performance. .569 <.001
18. I’m certain I can leam any new skills my job 
requires.
.387 <.001
19. I am usually able to leam new material for my 
job when I can concentrate.
.233 .006
20 . I make good use o f my time to leam new 
material for my job .a
.504 <.001
21 . I follow a time schedule to leam material for my 
job. a
.434 <.001
22 . I keep up with the duties for my job. .206 .015
23. I find I do not spend very much time learning 
new material because of other activities.
.268 <.001
24. I rarely find time to read about new materials in 
my field.
.372 <.001
25. When I study material for my job, I quit before I 
finish learning the material.
.203 .005
26. When I have a task to do, I do the easy parts 
first.a
.361 <.001
27. I set goals to leam new materials. .399 <.001
28. I strive to fulfill all goals I set even though 
some are difficult.
.382 <.001
29. I set goals to leam new knowledge related to my 
job.
.489 <.001
30. In my job, I can identify new materials I need to 
leam.
.283 .001
31. Even though I don’t like tasks, I do well on 
them .a
.250 .001
32. I am involved with peer learning when I leam at 
work.
.420 <.001
33. My co-workers encourage me to leam new 
work related materials.
.519 <.001
34. When learning material for my job, I often try to 
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items Correlation
Coefficient
35. I try to work with other colleagues from my 
department or other departments to complete 
assignments.
36. When learning new materials, I set aside time to 
discuss the material with colleagues.
37. When learning new material for my job, I ask 
others to clarify concepts that I don’t 
understand.
38. When I cannot understand material for this job,
I will ask another colleague for help.
39. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help if 
necessary.
40. My departmental colleagues would rate me 
excellent in my job performance.
41. My immediate supervisor would rate me as 
excellent on my work evaluations.
42. Colleagues in my organization would rate me 
excellent in my job performance.
43. My supervisors/administrators provide time for 
me to leam new topics related to my job.
44. My supervisors/administrators encourage me to 
leam new topics related to my job.
45. My supervisors/administrators provide funding 
for me to leam new topics related to my job.
46. I am able to change my habits to stay productive 
in my jo b .a
47. I have the power to make changes in my 
workplace.
48. I have support from my organization to be 
innovative.
49. My organization supports attempts to change 
the organization.
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items Correlation
Coefficient
E
51. I prefer to use technology in my job. .660 <.001
52. I prefer to use computers to leam new material. .683 <.001
53. I enjoy using the Internet to leam new material. .686 <.001
54. Technology improves my performance. .554 <.001
55. I regularly read materials on the Internet. .624 <.001
overall reliability .714 . <.001
*= Items were deleted during scale development
Table 32
Correlation Coefficients for Test-Retest on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 




Performance and Self-Efficacy of Work .539 <.001
Peer Learning .690 <.001
Supportive Workplace .666 <.001
Attitude Towards Technology .826 <.001
Time Management .428 <.001
Others Ratings .707 <.001
Extrinsic Motivation .547 <.001
Goal Setting .526 <.001
External Support .463 <.001
Help Seeking .346 <.001
Intrinsic Motivation .463 <.001
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning .714 <.001
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Findings o f Study
Of the 540 business teachers sampled, 244 (45.2%) responded. A follow-up 
phone call was made to a random sample o f 60 (20.0%) non-respondents. O f the 60 
non-respondents, 15 (25.0%) completed the survey. Table 34 shows that there was no 
difference between the respondents and the non-respondents. All responses (N=259, 
48.0%) will be used in the remainder o f the analyses of the study.
Table 33
Inventorv and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Learning
Respondents a Non-Respondentsb
M SD M SD df t E
OCLI 126.41 12.78 130.67 11.87 243 1.12 .260
BISL 58.87 6.93 60.52 3.86 238 .85 .396
Note. an = 244. bn= 15.
Demographic Characteristics of Business Educators 
Objective 1 sought to describe the business educators on selected demographics. 
The demographic characteristics o f gender, educational level, ethnicity, and marital 
status of the respondents are reported in Table 34. The majority o f the respondents 
were female (n=180, 69.5%), Caucasian (n=247, 95.4%), married (n=197, 76.1%) and 
had a 4 year degree (n=91, 35.1%).
Table 35 presents the age, number o f years teaching business, and salary o f the 
business educators. The participants in the study had an average age o f 45.8
89
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(SD=11.89) years. The teachers reported to have an average of 19.7 (SD=10.39) years 
o f business teaching experience and made an average o f48,700 (SD=11.89) dollars. 
Table 34






4 Year Degree 91 35.1
Masters Degree 89 34.4
Masters Plus 30/ 77 29.7
Doctoral Degree 1 0.4
Missing 1 0.4
Ethnicity
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Table 35
Age. Years Teaching Business and Salary of Business Teachers
Demographics M SD
Age (years)








Table 36 presents a further description o f the participants. Currently, only 149
(57.5%) o f the teachers were pursuing further education in business. Most of the
teachers (n=228, 88.0%) reported having job tenure. Of the teachers, 149 (57.5%) had
a preference to teach computer related courses.
Table 36
Respondents Education Pursuing Further Education in Business. Job Tenure, and 
Preference to Teach Computer Courses
Variables Number Percent













Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Self-Directed Learning Levels o f Business Educators
Objective 2 sought to describe the self-directed learning level of business 
educators as measured by the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. Table 37 describes 
the responses to the 24 items on the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. The highest 
mean score o f 6.68 (SD=.64) was with item 5. They reported agreeing to most of the 
time that their values and beliefs help them meet challenges daily. The lowest mean 
score o f 3.48 (SD=1.92) was with item 10. They reported slightly disagreeing that for 
their reading pleasure they select serious literature.
The exploratory 3 factor component analysis using an oblimin rotation results 
are presented in Table 38. This analysis yielded factor one (general factor) with 11 
items, factor two (avidity of reading) with 8 items, and factor three (self-regulation) 
with 5 items. Factors one and three had items with low factor loadings. In factor one 
items 7 (.345), 15 (.382), and 22 (.460) had low loadings and in factor two items 13 (- 
.485) and 9 (-.458), and 14 (-.433) had low factor loadings. Factor two did not have 
any low loadings.
Table 39 presents estimates o f internal consistency for the three factor solution 
of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory using Cronbach’s Alpha. All factors had 
acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha scores. The general factor (a= .809), avidity reading 
factor (a=.701), had acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha’s. The self-regulation factor (a= 
.668) was lower. The overall reliability o f the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
was .756.
The means, standard deviations, minimum, and maximum scores on the Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory are presented in Table 40.
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Table 37
Responses to the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventorv
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Items M SD
5 Due to licensing agreement, items of the Oddi Continuing 6.68 0.64
16 Learning inventory were not published. Items are available 6.66 0.73
















12 a 5.05 1.98
13 5.00 1.93
9 4.97 1.66
21 a 4.88 1.87
17 a 4.45 1.98
20 a 4.22 1.67
2 4 a 4.08 1.98
10 3.48 1.92
Note. Scale for the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory is as follows: 1-strongly 
disagree, 2-moderately disagree, 3-slightly disagree, 4-undecided, 5 slightly agree, 6 
moderately agree, and 7-strongly agree. 
a = items reverse scored
This range can be interpreted as on average being occasionally self-directed to
frequently not self-directed. The mean Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory score was
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126.62 (SD=12.74). The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory rates the business 
teachers slightly self-directed. The highest score on the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory was 155, while the lowest score was 64.
Table 38
Three Factor Solution For the Principal Component Pattern Matrix with Oblimin 




1 .822 .158 .045
5 .790 .008 .019
16 .765 .084 -.079
2 .748 .037 .052
18 .659 .093 .062
6 .638 -.191 -.194
4 .556 -.332 -.032
8 .477 -.018 .235
22 .460 -.053 -.006
15 .382 -.152 .007
7 .345 -.301 .020
11 -.133 -.743 .161
19 .025 -.602 I h—* o o
23 .058 -.579 .089
3 .243 -.572 -.047
10 -.189 -.569 .017
13 .125 -.485 .007
9 .062 -.458 .039
14 .105 -.433 -.265
17 -.034 -.071 .761
24 -.078 -.141 .699
20 -.026 -.120 .627
12 .094 .205 .572
21 .214 .081 .533
Note. 3 Factors explain 41.2% o f the variance with in scale
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Table 39
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Table 40
Scores on the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventorv and Sub-Scales
Inventory Minimum Maximum M SD
Factor 1 (general factor) 18 77 69.04 6.38
Factor 2 (self-regulating) 16 55 40.30 7.48
Factor 3 (avidity of reading) 8 35 22.62 6.22
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 64 155 126.62 12.74
Description of Business Educators on Personal. Social and Environmental Self-
Leaming Variables
Objective 3 sought to describe the business teachers on selected personal,
social, and environmental variables. The following scale will be used to interpret the
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning.
77-65 - strongly self-directed workplace learner 
64-55 - moderately strong self-directed workplace learner 
54-45 - slightly self-directed workplace learner 
44-35 - low self-directed workplace learner 
34-25 - slightly not a self-directed workplace learner 
24-15 - moderately not a self-directed workplace learner 
14-7 - strongly not a self-directed workplace learner
Table 41 describes the responses to the 55 items on the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning. The highest mean score of 6.76(SD=.64) was with item 
14. Business teachers reported it was most of the time true of me that “I expect to do 
well in my job.” The lowest mean score of 3.70 (SD=2.03) was with item 6 . The 
business teachers reported it was seldom not true of me that “I want more rewards in 
this job than most of my colleagues receive.”
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Table 41
Responses to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv o f Self-Learning
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items M _______ SD
14. I expect to do well in my job. 6.76 0.64
11. I’m confident I can understand basic concepts in my job. 6.76 0.66
9. It is my responsibility to leam new material for my job. 6.69 0.66
15. I am successful in my job. 6.67 0.72
8. I am able to leam the material for my job. 6.66 0.75
19. I am usually able to leam new material for my job when I 
can concentrate.
6.65 0.69
13. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my work 
assignments.
6.64 0.68
17. I have excellent work performance. 6.63 0.66
10. If I try hard enough to leam, I will understand job related 
material.
6.59 0.75
16. I perceive myself as having strong work related 
knowledge.
6.58 0.73
3. It is satisfying for me to understand the content of my job 
related materials as thoroughly as possible.
6.52 0.87
18. I’m certain I can leam any new skills my job requires. 6.52 0.77
22 . I keep up with the duties for my job. 6.50 0.84
51. I prefer to use technology in my job. 6.47 0.92
41. My immediate supervisor would rate me as excellent on 
my work evaluations.
6.38 1.03
30. In my job, I can identify new materials I need to leam. 6.32 0.81
52. I prefer to use computers to leam new material. 6.29 1.17
54. Technology improves my performance. 6.23 1.29
20 . I make good use of my time to leam new material for my 
job.
6.23 0.91
12. I’m confident I can understand the most complex 
material in my job.
6.22 0.94
28. I strive to fulfill all goals I set even though some are 
difficult.
6.21 0.88
39. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help if necessary. 6.17 1.08
42. Colleagues in my organization would rate me excellent in 
my job performance.
6.16 1.12
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning Items M  SD
1. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I can leam 
new things.
6.06 0.89
4. In my job, I choose tasks that I can leam from, even if 
they don’t guarantee a reward.
6.05 0.97
38. When I cannot understand material for this job, I will ask 
another colleague for help.
6.01 1.20
29. I set goals to leam new knowledge related to my job. 5.98 1.13
2 . In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my curiosity, even if 
they are difficult to leam.
5.94 0.90
46. I am able to change my habits to stay productive in my 
job.
5.85 1.19
31. Even though I don’t like tasks, I do well on them. 5.82 1.18
53. I enjoy using the Internet to leam new material. 5.77 1.56
37. When learning new material for my job, I ask others to 
clarify concepts that I don’t understand.
5.70 1.35
27. I set goals to leam new materials. 5.65 1.20
35. I try to work with other colleagues from my department 
or other departments to complete assignments.
5.59 1.56
21 . I follow a time schedule to leam material for my job. 5.40 1.34
2 5 .a When I study material for my job, I quit before I finish 
learning the material.
5.39 1.72
50. My organization encourages opportunities to leam. 5.36 1.63
44. My supervisors/administrators encourage me to leam 
new topics related to my job.
5.25 1.85
34. When learning material for my job, I often try to explain 
the material to colleagues.
5.24 1.71
48. I have support from my organization to be innovative. 5.22 1.66
32. I am involved with peer learning when I leam at work. 5.19 1.66
5. In my job, improving my overall status is an important 
thing for me right now.
5.13 1.83
55. I regularly read materials on the Internet. 5.10 1.90
36. When learning new materials, I set aside time to discuss 
the material with colleagues.
4.84 1.63
7. I want to do well in this job because my success is 
important to others.
4.81 2.04
47. I have the power to make changes in my workplace. 4.67 1.96
45. My supervisors/administrators provide funding for me to 
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Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning Items M SD
49. My organization supports attempts to change the 
organization.
4.53 1.74
23 .a I find I do not spend very much time learning new 
material because of other activities.
4.48 2.01
33. My co-workers encourage me to leam new work related 
materials.
4.44 2.03
24 .a I rarely find time to read about new materials in my field. 4.30 1.89
43. My supervisors/administrators provide time for me to 
leam new topics related to my job.
4.24 2.08
26 .a When I have a task to do, I do the easy parts first. 3.79 1.93
6 . I want more rewards in this job than most of my 
colleagues receive.
3.70 2.03
Note. Scale for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning is as follows: 1-Most 
of the time not true of me, 2-Often not true of me, 3-Seldom not true of me, 4- 
Undecided, 5-Seldom true of me, 6-Often true of me, and 7-Most of the time true o f 
me.
a = items were reverse scored
Table 42 presents the findings of the principal component analysis using an 
oblimin rotation o f the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning. The principal 
component analysis yielded 14 factors. Factor 1 consisted o f 13 items (14, 13, 15, 17, 
16,18, 11, 8 , 10, 19, 22, 9, and 12). Factor 2 consisted of 5 items (36, 34, 33, 32, and 
35). Factor 3 consisted of six items (48, 49, 47, 50, 44, and 45). Factor 4 consisted 
of 4 items (51, 52, 54, and 3). Factor 5 consisted of 3 items (23, 24, and 25). Factor 6 
consisted of 3 items (42, 41, and 40). Factor 7 consisted of 3 items (5, 6 , 7). Factor 8 
consisted of 3 items (27, 29, and 28). Factor 9 consisted o f 3 items (21, 46, and 20). 
Factor 10 consisted of 3 items (38, 37, and 39). Factor 11 consisting of 4 items (31,
30, 43, and 26). Factor 12 consisted of 3 item 26. Factor 13 consisted of 3 items (2, 1, 
and 4). Factor fourteen consisted of 2 items (55 and 53).
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Table 42
Fourteen Factor Solution For Principal Component Pattern Matrix with Oblimin 
Rotation for Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Learning































15 .808 .115 -.116 -.070 -.080 .050 -.036 .015 .172 .025 .134 .114 -.046 -.002
17 .788 .039 .052 -.003 .039 .135 .019 -.050 .056 -.028 .103 -.017 .044 .009
16 .761 -.055 -.055 -.068 .116 .028 .084 -.054 .106 -.001 .061 .030 -.114 .119
18 .714 .160 -.025 .072 .003 .054 -.023 .184 -.143 -.025 .094 .019 -.163 .057
11 .706 -.168 .062 .189 -.011 .025 .011 -.063 -.114 .176 -.051 -.014 -.012 -.002
8 .669 -.072 .028 .187 .023 .010 .102 -.150 -.164 .042 -.034 -.036 .021 -.040
10 .664 -.109 -.063 .158 -.042 -.025 .048 -.025 -.194 .108 -.040 .017 -.052 -.080
19 .645 -.025 .089 .068 -.069 .087 .023 -.035 -.113 .176 -.191 .073 -.054 -.076
22 .569 -.087 .171 .023 .302 .073 .049 -.101 -.100 .154 .038 -.192 .116 .021
9 .531 -.041 -.003 .250 -.047 .042 -.025 -.161 -.062 .120 -.001 .045 .109 -.134
12 .528 .063 -.057 .052 -.098 .182 -.067 .187 -.297 -.053 -.018 .107 -.220 -.030
36 .001 .801 .009 .023 .067 -.026 .079 -.158 .009 .069 -.115 .078 -.001 -.032
34 -.005 .790 -.002 .090 .008 .110 -.040 .055 .013 .091 .015 .068 -.095 -.003
33 -.055 .785 -.018 .096 -.129 -.059 .111 -.082 -.153 .005 .050 .013 .091 -.037
32 -.028 .633 -.067 -.028 -.002 .027 -.069 .038 -.046 .152 .128 -.132 .042 .040
35 .096 .526 .021 .018 .161 .075 .143 .079 .070 .260 .046 -.212 -.078 .004
48 -.023 -.029 -.891 .048 .003 -.012 .055 .023 -.099 .084 .101 .016 -.031 -.103
49 -.012 .065 -.828 -.059 -.079 .010 .043 .010 .026 -.048 .021 -.017 -.074 -.023
47 -.090 .005 -.732 .067 .021 .110 -.053 .103 -.143 .010 .039 .036 -.275 .080
50 .028 -.024 -.704 .082 .025 -.040 .134 -.121 .073 .101 -.034 -.055 .267 -.006
44 .121 .151 -.480 -.025 .093 .097 .093 -.179 .080 -.013 -.132 -.251 .258 .147
45 .181 .092 -.443 .032 .162 .027 -.098 -.111 .108 -.070 -.331 .005 .205 .193
(table continued")
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Components
ltf*T T K  ■ ■ ■ 1 — ■ 1 r
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
51 .117 .073 -.038 .804 .033 .091 -.016 -.039 .040 -.046 -.019 -.102 -.101 .017
52 .029 .108 .029 .751 .078 .086 .081 .008 .057 -.044 -.012 -.110 -.062 .179
54 -.035 .098 -.082 .713 .057 .072 -.064 -.013 -.054 -.010 .041 -.048 .006 .310
3 .245 .002 -.118 .403 .075 .081 -.045 -.123 .045 .318 -.028 .329 .012 -.202
23 -.056 -.027 -.023 .070 .862 -.017 -.031 .105 -.015 .015 .005 -.030 -.093 -.017
24 -.096 .029 .032 .045 .802 -.050 -.046 -.018 -.012 .055 -.055 .093 -.022 .059
25 .009 -.042 -.022 -.066 .485 .134 .041 -.030 -.192 -.091 .214 .271 .066 -.183
42 -.097 .034 -.007 .030 -.035 .954 .019 -.012 .007 -.042 .023 -.055 .007 .012
41 -.005 -.110 -.059 .038 -.072 .912 .011 -.043 .043 .063 -.055 .036 .013 -.013
40 .025 .041 .084 .006 .045 .843 .064 .029 -.025 .025 .029 .050 .037 .001
5 -.050 -.008 .024 -.028 .072 .069 .776 -.106 .010 .014 -.075 -.155 -.165 .008
6 .116 .170 -.014 -.050 1 o 00 -.001 .754 .060 .067 -.125 -.028 .068 -.045 .004
7 -.024 -.079 -.142 .069 -.144 .059 .611 .079 -.092 .129 .119 .051 .151 .092
27 -.072 .087 -.002 -.096 -.050 -.002 .059 -.805 -.179 .059 -.003 .097 -.113 .090
29 .079 .124 -.059 .083 .038 .008 -.031 -.720 -.102 -.073 .147 -.067 -.045 .003
28 .008 -.038 .042 .124 -.053 .205 -.057 -.698 .076 .076 .080 .087 -.094 -.095
21 .021 .175 -.029 .005 .138 .057 .062 -.158 -.740 -.111 -.106 .051 .069 .029
46 .052 .020 -.208 -.013 .031 -.026 -.081 -.144 -.460 .212 .101 -.069 -.018 .186
20 .342 .091 .040 -.069 .251 .273 -.071 -.008 -.442 -.039 .113 -.143 -.004 .032
38 -.003 .057 -.153 .048 .036 .026 -.013 .029 .063 .814 .067 -.020 -.004 .024
37 -.040 .231 .025 -.024 .085 .025 .067 .044 .011 .767 -.086 .083 .021 .015
39 .090 .098 .081 -.129 -.092 .098 -.069 -.112 -.019 .725 .029 -.111 -.052 .074
31 .155 .099 -.105 -.024 .022 .066 -.021 -.170 .109 -.019 .754 -.017 .054 .033
30 .276 .053 -.061 .016 .133 .003 -.079 -.295 .017 .171 .397 -.183 -.031 .129
43 .130 .164 -.374 -.206 .047 .162 -.130 -.102 .185 -.002 •-.384 -.172 .100 .211
ftable continued-)
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Items Components1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
26 .107 .007 .042 -.168 .143 .023 -.033 -.099 .026 -.023 -.028 .808 .008 .182
2 .150 .009 -.090 .111 .159 -.045 .117-.171 .052 .070 .034 .036 -.676 .050
1 .173 -.007 -.029 .139 .094 .011 .103 -.272 .095 -.033 -.045 -.043 -.649 .082
4 .136 -.071 -.105 -.037 -.038 .042 .024 -.292 -.324 .178 -.136 -.175 -.360 -.062
55 -.013 -.070 .033 .024 .040 .044 .045 .014 -.004 .045 .011 .110 -.064 .901
53 -.040 .001 .049 .347 -.105 -.037 .071 .007 -.108 .038 .009 .056 .028 .769
Note. Components 1-14 explains 72.10% of variance in the total scale
Due to the low loadings on item 3 (.403), item 20 (-.442), item 26 (.808, but 
loaded alone), and 46 (-.406) they were deleted. Item 21 and 31 were deleted due to 
the face validity o f the item and the factor in which they loaded.
Table 43 presents an 11 factor solution for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Learning. Factor 1 (Performance and Self-Efficacy of Work) consisted o f  items 
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 22. Factor 2 (Peer Learning) consisted 
of items 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36. Factor 3 (Supportive Workplace) consisted o f items 
44,47,48, 49, and 50. Factor 4 (Attitude Towards Technology) consisted of item 51, 
52, 53,54, and 55. Factor 5 (Time Management) consisted of items 23, 24, and 25. 
Factor 6 (Others Performance Rating) consisted o f items 40,41, and 42. Factor 7 
(Extrinsic Motivation) consisted of items 5, 6, and 7. Factor 8 (Goal Setting) 
consisted of items 27, 28, 29, and 30. Factor 9 (External Support) consisted o f  items 
43 and 45. Factor 10 (Help Seeking) consisted of items 37, 38, and 39. Factor 11 
(Intrinsic Motivation) consisted of items 1, 2, and 4.
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Table 43
Eleven Factor Solution For Principal Component Pattern Matrix with Oblimin 
Rotation for Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv o f Self-Learning
Componentsiiems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
14 .882 .004 .001 -.026 -.056 .012 .023 -.098 .078 -.011 -.016
13 .842 .079 -.024 -.021 -.029 .011 -.024 -.046 .056 -.075 -.029
15 .838 .128 -.041 -.112 -.075 .040 -.022 .031 .134 -.040 -.014
17 .824 .035 .098 -.026 .003 .114 .020 -.025 .144 -.013 .018
16 .772 -.043 .007 -.009 .099 .004 .103 -.042 .205 -.037 -.107
18 .763 .187 -.017 .092 .030 .037 -.023 .140 -.036 -.070 -.136
11 .742 -.176 .009 .152 .009 .014 -.009 -.077 -.124 .180 -.005
8 .696 -.080 -.030 .117 .040 .013 .093 -.171 -.145 .063 -.001
10 .694 -.120 -.129 .072 .002 -.021 .028 -.056 -.206 .116 -.050
19 .676 -.062 .067 .004 -.042 .083 .019 -.014 -.036 .158 -.061
22 .594 -.075 .131 .044 .252 .038 .033 -.121 .037 .223 .084
9 .592 -.057 -.035 .094 -.043 .047 -.058 -.151 -.136 .129 .082
12 .573 .066 -.109 .044 .004 .169 -.080 .118 -.206 -.101 -.159
33 -.030 .788 -.039 .060 -.084 -.037 .106 -.122 -.105 -.019 .088
34 .003 .786 -.010 .071 .048 .116 -.042 .030 -.057 .058 -.053
36 -.001 .763 .022 -.003 .062 -.025 .089 -.146 .082 .059 -.012
32 -.018 .673 -.058 .008 -.018 .022 -.070 .005 .060 .143 .030
35 .108 .564 .001 .045 .101 .032 .126 .047 .026 .271 -.033
48 .016 .011 -.893 -.036 .034 -.020 .024 -.032 -.058 .050 -.002
49 -.028 .077 -.788 -.085 -.082 .012 .045 .008 .130 -.056 -.083
47 -.067 .046 -.734 .125 .082 .089 -.074 .027 -.030 -.050 -.205
50 .034 -.040 -.672 .049 -.025 -.046 .120 -.092 .194 .146 .213
44 .085 .137 -.450 .085 .018 .065 .112 -.162 .387 .052 .213
53 -.063 .019 .057 .835 -.041 -.044 .092 -.071 .125 -.027 .074
54 .017 .087 -.118 .809 .031 .075 -.108 -.010 -.097 .034 -.024
52 .094 .086 -.013 .762 -.007 .071 .021 .050 -.121 .027 -.084
51 .207 .060 -.085 .682 -.047 .086 -.079 .009 -.203 .001 -.126
55 -.087 -.054 .099 .645 .107 .019 .101 -.055 .383 -.036 -.019
23 -.046 -.022 -.029 .035 .835 -.014 -.028 .113 .057 .070 -.145
24 -.066 .043 .041 .073 .824 -.049 -.046 -.036 .100 .031 -.013
25 .096 .018 -.056 -.188 .618 .150 .009 -.141 -.273 -.177 .157 
(table continued")
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_______________________ Component s_________________________
1 2 3  4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11
42 -.057 .065 .008 .044 -.022 .936 .006 -.026 .066 -.057 .030
41 .008 -.108 -.036 .004 -.058 .907 .014 -.025 .058 .059 -.010
40 .038 .040 .078 -.003 .086 .843 .063 .024 -.018 .040 .025
5 -.065 .003 .030 -.002 -.005 .065 .774 -.057 .037 .042 -.218
6 .112 .147 .023 -.040 -.033 .007 .763 .113 .045 -.124 -.069
7 -.017 -.046 -.209 .134 -.061 .070 .588 .003 -.276 .105 .225
27 -.067 .086 -.012 -.011 .012 -.017 .056 -.850 .038 .002 -.105
29 .111 .152 -.079 .064 .055 -.014 -.049 -.776 -.015 -.093 -.041
28 .062 -.041 .054 .019 -.054 .188 -.090 -.677 -.018 .044 -.087
30 .305 .135 -.068 .086 .098 -.033 -.107 -.361 -.002 .180 -.015
43 .043 .089 -.292 -.017 -.050 .117 -.076 -.016 .640 .065 .039
45 .130 -.028 -.347 .135 .076 .026 -.057 .030 .572 .035 .048
38 .018 .074 -.135 .038 .008 .026 -.032 .035 -.001 .807 -.034
37 -.023 .218 .042 -.013 .084 .038 .058 .072 .023 .750 -.003
39 .071 .122 .072 -.060 -.112 .086 -.071 -.134 .026 .721 -.076
2 .129 .008 -.068 .089 .131 -.029 .124 -.104 -.034 .059 -.717
1 .129 -.032 -.019 .143 .030 .013 .112 -.183 .027 -.001 -.700
4 .069 -.071 -.134 -.091 -.039 .088 .071 -.262 -.078 .211 -.488
Note. Components 1-11 explains 69.77% of variance of the total scale
Cronbach’s Alphas for the 11 factor solution of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory 
of Self-Learning are presented in Table 44. Performance and Self-Efficacy of Work 
had an Alpha of .947, Peer Learning had an Alpha of .850, Supportive Workplace had 
an Alpha of .850, Attitude Towards Technology had an Alpha of .828, Time 
Management had an Alpha o f .682, Others Perform Rating had an Alpha of .884, 
Extrinsic Motivation had an Alpha of .641, Goal Setting had an Alpha of .812, 
External Support had an Alpha of .685, Help Seeking had an Alpha of .823, and 
Intrinsic Motivation had an Alpha o f .789. The overall Alpha for the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of self learning was .911.
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Table 44
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Factors
Cronbach’s Items Corrected Cronbach’s
Alpha in Item-Total Alpha if  Item


























































Table 45 presents the correlations between the factors on the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning. Davis’s (1971) descriptors i.e., .01-.09 (negligible), .10- 
,29(low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 (very high), and 1.0 perfect 
were used to interpret the correlations. It is also noted that £ values reported are 
indicating the correlations provides evidence they are not equal to 0 and the correlation 
coefficients should be used interpreted the strength o f the correlation.
Table 45 shows all factors but, factors 5 (Time Management) and 7 (Extrinsic 
Motivation) are positively correlated. Factor 1 (Performance and Self-Efficacy of 
Work) correlates substantially with both factor 11 (Intrinsic Motivation) (.558) and 
factor 8 (Goal Setting)(.541); factor 3 (Supportive WorkpIace)(.592) and factor 9
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(External Support) were also substantially correlated (.592). All other factors have 
moderate to negligible correlations.
Table 45
Intercorrelations Between Factors of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Learning
Factors
Factors 1 2 ** 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Performance and 
Self- Efficacy of 
work
1.000 .228 .225 .304 .164 .459 .119 .541 .171 .370 .558
Peer Learning 1.000 .368 .313 .106 .286 .280 .357 .256 .539 .251
Supportive
Workplace
1.000 .309 .028 .253 .230 .308 .592 .278 .226
Attitude Towards 
Technology
1.000 .112 .272 .221 .291 .270 .254 .334
Time
Management
1.000 .122 -.119 .185 .055 .053 .162
Others Ratings 1.000 .201 .304 .196 .277 .298
Extrinsic
Motivation
1.000 .110 .033 .142 .248
Goal Setting 1.000 .176 .412 .539
External Support 1.000 .225 .113




Table 46 reports the means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum 
scores on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning and the sub-scales. The 
minimum score on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning was 24.27 while the 
highest score was 74.60. The mean of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning 
was 58.96 (SD=6.81). With a range for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning
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of 11-77, it is seldom true that business educators would be self-directed learners 
occasionally.
Table 46
Scores on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning and Sub-Scales
Inventory Minimum Maximum M SD
Performance and Self-Efficacy of 
Work
1.54 7.00 6.61 0.57
Others Ratings 1.00 7.00 6.20 0.96
Goal Setting 2.00 7.00 6.04 0.81
Intrinsic Motivation 1.33 7.00 6.02 0.77
Attitude Towards Technology 1.00 7.00 5.97 1.09
Help Seeking 1.00 7.00 5.96 1.04
Peer Learning 1.00 7.00 5.05 1.36
Supportive Workplace 1.00 7.00 5.01 1.40
Time Management 1.00 7.00 4.72 1.47
Extrinsic Motivation 1.00 7.00 4.55 1.50
External Support 1.00 7.00 4.39 1.81
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Learning
24.27 74.60 58.96 6.81
Table 47 shows the resources the business teachers felt as important to learning 
in their job. The most important resources were preparing to teach (M=6.56, SD=.81) 
and experimentation (M=6.52, SD=.83) both important most of the time. The least 
important resources the teachers reported were committees (M=4.78, SD=1.68), 
writing (M=4.96, SD=1.69), and professional organizations (M=5.12, SD=1.75) all 
seldom important.
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Table 47
Responses to Bartlett’s Learning Resource Inventory
Bartlett’s Learning Resource Inventory Items M SD
Teaching (preparing for classroom instruction/presentations) 6.56 0.81
Experimentation (learning by doing) 6.52 0.83
Reading 6.23 1.10
Discussion (Examples: Informal conversations with colleagues 
& other professionals, parents, students, advisory committees, 
employers)
6.13 1.03
Formal courses or workshops 6.10 1.14
Consultation (formal interactions professionals in which specific 
advise is sought)
5.85 1.15
Investigation (Examples: Visits to technology vendors, business 
and industry field trips, visits to other schools)
5.82 1.28
Demonstrations (Examples: Watching peer/colleague teaching, 
software demonstrations)
5.81 1.37
Electronic Media (Examples: E-mail, listserv, Internet) 5.81 1.36
Personal notetaking 5.76 1.23
Observation (watching a colleague) 5.57 1.43
Mentoring (Serving as support and/or information resource) 5.55 1.33
Media (Examples: Audio tapes, T.V., video tapes) 5.49 1.33
Library Resources 5.32 2.90
Suppliers & vendors 5.30 1.38
Professional Organizations 5.12 1.75




Note. Scale for the Bartlett-Kotrlik Resource Inventory is as follows: 1-most of the 
time unimportant, 2-often unimportant, 3-seldom unimportant, 4-undecided, 5-seIdom 
important, 6-often important, and 7-most of the time important.
The responses to the amounts of time business teachers used the self-learning 
resources during the school year week and summer week are in Table 48. Of the 
teachers, 25.9% (n=67) reported spending between 6-10 hours a week using the above
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18 learning resources in classroom time. During the school year outside the 
classroom, 20.1% (n=52) of the teachers reported spending 3-5 hours a week using the 
learning resources, and during the summer 27.0% (n=70) of the teachers reported 
using the resources for 3-5 hours a week.
Table 48
Time Reported Using Learning Resource During a Week in Summer and School Year
Hours Spent During Time of Year Number Percent








more than 25 27 10.4
missing 9 3.5








more than 25 39 15.1
missing 13 5.0








more than 25 17 6.6
missing 9 3.5
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Relationships Between Self-Directed Learning and Selected Variables
Objective 4 sought to determine if  a relationship exists between self-directed 
learning level, as measured by both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory scores 
and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self Learning scores, and selected demographic 
variables. Age (.288), salary (.204) years teaching (.169) were significantly correlated 
with the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory, but the correlations were low. Gender 
(-.122), job tenure (.145), and salary (.120) were significantly correlated with the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning, but the correlations were low.
Table 49
Correlations Between Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Scores and 




Variables r Interpretation E r Interpretation E
Agea .288 Low .001 -.009 Negligible .889
Salarya .204 Low .002 .120 Negligible .077
Years Teaching 
Businessa .169 Low .008 -.072 Negligible .270
Educational 
Levelb .048 Negligible .455 .015 Negligible .818
Ethnicity a .003 Negligible .967 -.014 Negligible .832
Job Tenurea -.023 Negligible .725 .145 Low .025
Marital Statusa -.065 Negligible .317 -.059 Negligible .369
Gendera -.074 Negligible .251 -.122 Low .059
Pursuit of 
Educationa -.095 Negligible .141 -.068 Negligible .299
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s (1971) descriptors: .01-.09 (negligible), 
.10-.29 (low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 (very high), and 1.0 
perfect
a=Pearson Product Moment. b= Kendall Tau.
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Relationships Between Self-Directed Learning and Personal. Social. Environmental.
and Variables
Objective 5 sought to determine if a relationship exists between self-directed 
learning level and selected personal, social and environmental variables. Table 50 
presents the correlations between the both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning and personal variables. The Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory correlates moderately with Goal Setting (.314) and low 
with Attitude Toward Technology (.216), Intrinsic Motivation (.194), Extrinsic 
Motivation (.139), and Performance and Self-Efficacy o f Work(.130). All of the 
personal variables except, Extrinsic Motivation (.421) and preference for computer 
courses (-.094) were substantially correlated with the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Learning. The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning and the Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory have negligible correlations with the preference 
to teach computer courses.
Table 51 presents the correlations between both the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning and social variables. The 
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory was moderately correlated with peer 
leaming(.386) and a low correlation with help seeking (.198). The Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning had substantial correlations with peer learning (.573), help 
seeking (.610).
Table 52 presents the correlations of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning with environmental variables. The 
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory had a low correlation with external support
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(.192), supportive workplace (.176), and time management (.133). The Bartlett- 
Kotrlik Inventor^' o f Self-Leaming had a substantial correlation with a supportive 
workplace (.646) and external support (.581) and a moderate correlation with time 
management (.332). Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory or the Bartlett- 
Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming had negligible correlations with current technology 
in the workplace.
Table 50
Pearson Correlations Between Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Scores 
and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming. and Personal Variables
OCLI BISL
Personal
Variables r Interpretation £ r Interpretation U
Goal Setting a .314 Moderate <.001 .620 Substantial <.001
Attitude Toward 
Technologya .216 Low .001 .583 Substantial <.001
Intrinsic 
Motivationa .194 Low .002 .610 Substantial <.001
Extrinsic 
M otivationa .139 Low .031 .421 Moderate <.001
Performance and
Self-efficacy of .130 Low .044 .573 Substantial <.001
W orka
Others Ratings a .077 Negligible .236 .563 Substantial <.001
Preference for
Computer -.022 Negligible .737 -.094 Negligible .160
Courses b
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s (1971) descriptors: .01-.09 (negligible), 
.10-.29 (low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 (very high), and 1.0 
perfect
a=Pearson Product Moment.b = Kendall’s Tau b
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Table 51
Pearson Correlations Between Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory Scores 
and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming Scores, and Social Variables
OCLI BISL
Social Variables r Interpretation £ r Interpretation £
Peer Learning .386 Moderate <.001 .573 Substantial <.001
Help Seeking .198 Low .002 .610 Substantial <.001
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s 119711 descriptors: .01-.09 (negligible"). 
.10-.29 (low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 (very high), and 1.0 
perfect
Table 52
Correlations Between Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventorv Scores and
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Leaming Scores, and Environmental Variables
OCLI BISL
Environmental
Variables r Interpretation E r Interpretation £
External Supporta .192 Low .003 .581 Substantial <.001
Supportive 
Workplacea
.176 Low .007 .646 Substantial <.001
Time
Managementa




.085 Negligible .197 -.051 Negligible .445
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s Descriptors .01-.09 (negligible), .10-.29 
(low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 (very high), and 1.0 perfect 
a=Pearson Product Moment.b = Kendall’s Tau b
Table 53 shows that the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory had a negligible 
correlation with hours spent learning outside the classroom (.019) and with hours 
spent during the summer (.095) and a low correlation with hours spent during the
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school year in the classroom (.122). The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming 
had a negligible correlation with the hours spent learning in the classroom (.075) and a 
low correlation with hours spent using the learning resources outside the classroom 
during the school year (.168) and hours spent using the learning during the summer 
(.185).
Table 53
Pearsons Correlations Between Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventorv Scores 
and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Leaming Scores, and Time Spent Using 
Resources
OCLI BISL
Time_______________ r____ Interpretation p______ r Interpretation p
Hours Spent 
During School 
Year In the .122 Low .011 .075 Negligible .115
Classroom
Hours Spent 
During Summer .095 Negligible .048 .185 Low <001
Hours Spent 
During School 
Year Outside of .019 Negligible .686 .168 Low < 001
the Classroom
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s (1971) descriptors: .01-.09 (negligible), 
.10-.29 (low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-69 (substantial), .70-.99 (very high), and 1.0 
perfect
Table 54 presents the correlations o f both the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and the resources used in 
self-learning. The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory had a negligible correlation 
with formal courses and workshops (.086) and demonstrations (.092), a moderate 
correlation with writing (.300) and a low correlation (.112 to .270) with all other 
resources. The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming had a moderate correlation
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with preparing to teach (.401), experimentation (.398), media (.351), electronic media 
(.351), consultation (.348), demonstration (.347), investigation (.334), observation 
(.333), writing (.328), and mentoring (.326). The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self- 
Leaming had a low correlation (.252 to .142) with all other learning resources.
Table 54
Pearson Correlations Between Both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventorv Scores 
and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv o f Self-Leaming Scores, and Resources Used in Self- 
Leaming
OCLI (Overall) BISL (Overall)
Learning
Resources r Interpretation E r Interpretation E
Professional .210 Low .001 .203 Low .002Organizations
Reading .260 Low <.001 .224 Low <.001
Investigation .266 Low' <.001 .334 Moderate <.001
Discussion .147 Low .022 .327 Moderate <.001
Media (Examples: 
Audio tapes, T.V., .239 Low <.001 .351 Moderate <.001
video tapes) 
Electronic Media 
(Examples: E-mail, .145 Low .025 .356 Moderate <.001
listserv, Internet) 
Suppliers & vendors .270 Low <.001 .252 Low <.001
Personal notetaking .231 Low <.001 .251 Low <.001
Experimentation .153 Low .018 .398 Moderate <.001
Observation .221 Low .001 .333 Moderate <.001
Consultation .154 Low .017 .348 Moderate <.001
Preparing to teach .169 Low .009 .401 Moderate <.001
Writing .300 Moderate <.001 .328 Moderate <.001
Mentoring .192 Low .003 .326 Moderate <.001
Formal courses or 
workshops .086 Negligible .187 .266 Low <.001
Committees .202 Low .002 .221 Low .001
Library Resources .112 Low .084 .142 Low .031
Demonstrations .092 Negligible .157 .347 Moderate <.001
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s (1971) descriptors: 
.10-.29 (low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 
perfect
.01-.09 (negligible), 
(very high), and 1.0
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Table 55 presents the correlations o f the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory 
factors and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming factors with each of the two 
inventories. All factors of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming except 
others performance ratings correlated with the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. 
The self-regulation factor of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory correlation was 
negligible (.042) with the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and had a 
negative correlation (-.424) with the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory.
Table 55
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv Total Scores, and Factors of the Oddi Continuing Learning
Inventorv and Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Leaming
OCLI BISL
Factors r Interpretation p r Interpretation p
OCLI
General Factor .684 Substantial <.001 .255 Low <.001
Avidity to Reading .790 Very High <.001 .440 Moderate <.001
Self-Regulation -.424 Moderate <.001 .042 Negligible .522
BISL
Performance and 
Self-Efficacy of Work .130 Low .044 .573 Substantial <.001
Peer Learning .386 Moderate <.001 .669 Substantial <.001
Supportive Workplace .176 Low .007 .646 Substantial <.001
Attitude Towards .216 Low .001 .583 Substantial <.001Technology
Time Management .133 Low .041 .322 Moderate <.001
Others Ratings .077 Negligible .236 .563 Substantial <.001
Extrinsic Motivation .139 Low .031 .421 Moderate <.001
Goal Setting .314 Moderate <.001 .620 Substantial <.001
External Support .192 Low .003 .581 Substantial <.001
Help Seeking .198 Low .002 .610 Substantial <.001
Intrinsic Motivation .194 Low .003 .563 Substantial <.001
Note. Interpretations according to Davis’s (1971) descriptors: 
.10-.29 (low), .30-.49 (moderate), .50-.69 (substantial), .70-.99 
perfect
.01-.09 (negligible), 
(very high), and 1.0
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Graphical Model to Explain Self-Directed Learning in Business Educators 
Objective 6 sought to determine if selected demographic, social, personal, and 
environmental variables could be used to develop a graphical model to explain self- 
Ieaming. Figure 1 shows the model that was developed to explain self-directed 
learning in the workplace for business educators. The three main areas of personal, 
social and environmental explain self-learning in the workplace. To develop the 
strongest model, variables had to be both statistically significant and rate at least low 






* Goal Setting * Attitude Towards Technology 
Intrinsic Motivation * Extrinsic Motivation
* Performance and Efficacy o f Work
Figure 1
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Model to Explain the Variance in Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Leaming With
Demographic Variables
Objective 7 sought to determine if  selected variables explained the variance in 
the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming. The variables used in this analysis 
were: gender, age, years teaching, level o f education, whether or not they were 
pursuing further business education, ethnicity, preference for teaching computer 
courses, salary, tenure and learning resources scale grand mean. The stepwise 
regression analysis was conducted with a significant probability value o f .05 for a 
variable to enter and a significant probability o f . 10 to exit. The assumptions of 
multiple regression according to Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black (1995) were 
assessed as follows: 1) linearity was tested with the partial regression plots and was 
not curvilinear; 2) constant variance of error terms (heteroscedasticity) was diagnosed 
with residual plots which resulted in a null plot and appeared oval shaped; 3) 
independence of the error terms was diagnosed according to Lewis-Beck (1980) who 
indicated that “...the preferred method o f assessing for multicollinearity: Regressing 
each independent variable on all other independent variables” (p. 60); this revealed 
that no multicollinearity existed; 4) normality of the error terms was diagnosed by 
using a histogram of residuals to visually check them against the normal distribution. 
This diagnosis confirmed the normality o f dependent and independent variables.
The stepwise regression analysis presented in Table 56 shows that the learning 
resources scale grand mean explained 22.1% of the variance in the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory o f Self-Leaming. The other variables in Table 56 did not explain a 
significant proportion of the variance.
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Table 56
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Self-Directed Learning and Demographics
Source of variation SS df MS F U
Regression 1902.96 1 1902.93 52.16 <.001
Residual 6712.95 184 6.48
Total 8615.91 185
Variables in the equation R2 Beta Cum R2
Learning resources scale grand mean .221 .472 .221
Variables not in the equation t £
Gender -1.425 .156
Level of Education -.265 .791
Seeking Further Education .489 .625
Number of Years Teaching -.128 .899
Status of Tenure 1.205 .230
Preference to Teach Computer -.111 .912
Current technology in workplace -1.009 .314
Salary 1.796 .074
Age .816 .416
African American -1.379 .169
Caucasian .572 .568
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Model to Explain the Variance in Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventorv of Self-Leaming With
Self-Leaming Resources
Objective 8 sought to determine if selected variables explained the variance in 
the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming. The independent variables used in this 
analysis were the importance of the 18 learning resources in learning new material on 
job: professional organizations, reading, investigation, discussion, media, electronic 
media, suppliers and vendors, personal notaking, experimentation, observation, 
consultation, preparing to teach, writing, mentoring, formal courses or workshops, 
committees, library resources, and demonstration. The assumptions o f multiple 
regression were assessed in the same manner as describe in under objective 6 above 
and all assumptions were satisfied. The stepwise regression analysis presented in 
Table 57 was conducted with a pin value of .06 and pout value o f . 10 to allow 
variables to enter the model. The model was based on this, the change the R2 o f at 
minimum of 1.0%, and keeping a significant model at the .05 level. Table 57 shows 
that 5 variables explained a total of 33.1% of the variance: experimentation (16.1%), 
media (additional 8.4%), preparing to teach (additional 6 .6%), consultation (additional 
1.9%), and electronic media (additional 1.1%). The other variables listed did not 
explain a significant proportion of the variance.
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Table 57
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis o f Self-Directed Learning and Business 
Teachers’ Perceptions of the Importance of Learning Resources
Source o f variation SS df MS F U
Regression 3340.49 5 688.098 22.81 <.001
Residual 7631.08 223 30.16
Total 11071.57 228
Variables in the equation R2 Beta Cum R2
Experimentation .152 .152 .152
Media (audio, T.V., video tapes) .078 .230 .230
Preparing to Teach .052 .282 .282
Consultation .017 .299 .299
Electronic media .012 .311 .311
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY / CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore whether selected variables determine 
a significant portion of the variance in secondary business educators self-directed 
learning readiness level. In addition, the study was explored the resources secondary 
business educators use in self-directed learning.
The specific objectives of the study were: 1) Describe secondary business 
educators on selected demographic variables; 2) Describe the self-directed learning 
level o f secondary business educators as measured by the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory; 3) Describe business educators on selected personal, social, and 
environmental variables using the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self Learning; 4) 
Determine if a relationship exists between secondary business educator’s self-directed 
learning level according to both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming and selected demographic variables; 5) 
Determine if a  relationship exists between secondary business educator’s self-directed 
learning readiness level measured by both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and 
the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming, and selected personal, social, and 
environmental variables; 6) Determine if  selected demographic, social, personal, and 
environmental variables can be used to develop a graphical model to explain self- 
learning in business educators; 7) Determine if selected demographic variables can be 
used to explain a significant amount o f variance in self-directed learning as measured 
by the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming; 8) Determine if the importance of 
selected self-learning resources in learning new material for a job can be used to
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explain a significant amount o f variance in self-directed learning as measured by the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming.
For the purpose of this study, self-directed learning was defined as “a process 
in which individuals take the initiative with or without the help of others, in 
diagnosing their learning needs, formulating goals, identifying human and material 
resources for learning, choosing and implementing appropriate learning strategies, and 
evaluating learning outcomes” (Knowles, 1975, p. 18). The definition for this study 
was expand to incorporate demographic variables, personal, social, and environment 
attributes, willingness and capacity to conduct one’s own education, mode of 
organizing instruction in formal settings, and the individual noninstitutional pursuit of 
learning in a natural societal setting.
Summary of Review of Literature 
Houle (1961), Tough (1966, 1967, & 1971), and Knowles (1970 & 1975) are 
all known for their preliminary studies of self-directed learning in adult education.
The review of literature encompasses in detail the emergence of self-directed learning, 
the definitions of self-direct learning, the variables related to self-directed learning, the 
practical use of self-directed learning, and the measurement of self-directed learning 
readiness. Demographic, personal, social, and environmental variables were examined 
for relationships with self-directed learning. The literature had many variations on the 
variables being significant and non-significant (See Appendices A, B, C, and D). The 
chapter concludes with a summary of the literature related to self-directed learning. 
Several references to instruments have been made throughout the self-directed learning
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literature; however there is little known about most instruments (Pilling-Cormick, 
1995). Candy (1991) states the “two best known scales are Guglielmino’s Self- 
Directed Learning Readiness Scale (1977) and Oddi’s Continuing Learning Inventory 
(OCLI) (1984)” (p. 150).
Summary of Methodology
A random sample of high school business teachers was drawn from the 
population (N=1,679) of public secondary business teachers in Pennsylvania. A 
sample size of 240 was used for field test one and field test two. For the study, a 
drawn sample o f 540 business teachers was needed to meet till data analyses. A 
follow-up test retest-procedure used a census of the 259 respondents to the study.
A questionnaire was developed to meet the needs of the study. The 
questionnaire was created using researcher created items based on the comprehensive 
review of the literature. The questionnaire included four sections: (1) demographics, 
(2) Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory, (3) Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Leaming, and (4) Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory to determine resources used in 
self-directed learning and the amount of time that selected resources were used. Data 
was analyzed using frequencies, percentage, means, standard deviations, correlations, 
Cronbach’s Alpha, factor analysis, and stepwise regression.
Summary of Findings
Field test one consisted of a drawn sample of 240 and a delivered sample of 
117(48.8%). Field Test two had a drawn sample of 240 and a delivered sample of 126
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(52.5%). Of the 259 respondents in the sample, 130 (50.1%) participated in the test-
retest on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming.
The demographics o f the responding teachers revealed that the majority were
female, Caucasian, and married. The majority also held a position in which they had
job tenure. The respondents reported having an average Oddi Continuing Learning
Inventory score of that could be interpreted as being high in comparison to the Oddi’s
study of law , adult students, and nursing (Oddi, 1984).
Of the factors of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory, self-regulation was
the only factor that did not positively correlate with the total score. The factor
loadings of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory were similar to the loading
presented in the development of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory; however 5
items in factor one had a low loading and 2 items in factor three had low loadings.
The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming describes individuals on
personal, social and environmental variables. The range of the Bartlett-Kotrlik
Inventory of Self-Learning scores was 11-77. The researcher created and used the
following interpretation o f the scores:
77-65 - strongly self-directed workplace learner
64-55 - moderately strong self-directed workplace learner
54-45 - slightly self-directed workplace learner
44-35 - low self-directed workplace learner
34-25 - slightly not a self-directed workplace learner
24-15 - moderately not a self-directed workplace learner
14-11 - strongly not a self-directed workplace learner
Using the above interpretation the, mean for business teachers on the Bartlett-Kotrlik
Inventory of Self-Leaming, 58.96 (SD=6.81), describes business teachers as
moderately-strong self-directed workplace learners.
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All factors o f the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming correlated 
moderately , substantially, or very high with the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Leaming. The personal variables of Performance and Self-Efficacy of Work, Extrinsic 
Motivation, Intrinsic Motivation, Goal Setting, and Attitudes Toward Technology, the 
social variables o f Peer Learning, professional organizations, salary, and Help Seeking, 
and the environmental variables of External Support, Supportive Workplace, and Time 
Management all are positively correlated with the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Leaming. All 11 scales had an estimate o f internal consistency above .68 with 8 of the 
scales reporting estimates of internal consistency above .81, which is considered high 
for internal reliability.
The learning resources reported by teachers as being most important were 
preparing to teach and experimentation. The resources that were reported as 
unimportant were committees, writing, and professional organizations. The Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming 
both correlated with the amount of time business educators reported using self- 
learning resources. However, the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming 
correlated at a higher rate with the amount o f time business educators reported using 
the self-learning resources.
The business teachers in Pennsylvania were a homogenous group of 
individuals with the majority being female and Caucasian. The relationships between 
the demographics and self-directed learning were minimal. The highest correlation 
was with gender and it was low.
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The learning resources reported by teachers as being most important were 
preparing to teach and experimentation. Both of these methods correlated moderately 
with the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming while they correlated low with the 
Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. The resources that were reported as unimportant 
were committees, writing, and professional organizations. However, all three of these 
correlated moderately to low with both the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and 
the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming.
The correlations between the personal, social, and environmental variables and 
the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Leaming different. The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming does not correlate 
with the third factor of the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory (self-regulation). The 
variables of goal setting and peer learning correlated moderately with the Oddi 
Continuing Learning Inventory. Others performance rating had a negligible 
correlation and all other variables had a low correlation.
The regression analysis with the demographics revealed that the learning 
resources grand mean explained the most of the variance in the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Leaming score. The other demographic variables did not enter the 
model.
The regression analysis with the perceived importance of learning resources 
explained the variance in the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming score. The 
resources of experimentation, media (audio, T.V., video tapes), preparing to teach, 
consultation and electronic media explained 31% of the variance in the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Leaming.
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The test-retest procedure of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming 
provided an overall test-retest reliability of .714 which is commonly acceptable in the 
social sciences. Some individual items and sub-scales had scores that may need 
further examination. Some items can be reworded or eliminated from the final 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming to improve test-retest reliability.
Conclusions
The researcher would caution generalizations o f these findings beyond 
Pennsylvania business teachers. Objective one was to describe the demographic 
characteristics of business educators. Pennsylvania business educators are primarily 
female, married, Caucasian, tenured, and experienced in the classroom. This 
conclusion was based on 69.5% (n=108) being female, 76.1% (n=197) being married, 
95.4% (n=247) being Caucasian, 88.0% (n=228) being tenured, and having an average 
of 19.7 (SD=10.39) years teaching experience.
Objective two was to describe business teachers level of self-directed learning 
according to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory. Business teachers are moderately-strong self-directed learners 
according to the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and higher than average 
according to the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory. This conclusion was based on 
the business teachers score of 58.96 (SD=6.81) on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Leaming and 126.62 (SD=12.74) on the Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory.
The third objective was to describe the business teachers level of self-directed 
learning using selected personal, social, and environmental variables. In the three 
areas of personal, social, and environmental variables, performance and self-efficacy
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of work, help seeking, and a supportive work place are most important constructs.
This conclusion is based on performance and self-efficacy (M=6.61, SD=.57) being 
the highest personal variable, help seeking (M=5.96, SD=1.04) being the highest social 
variable, and supportive workplace (M=5.01, SD=1.40) being the highest 
environmental variable related to the self-directed learning of business educators.
The fourth objective was to determine if relationships existed between both the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and the Oddi Continuing Learning 
Inventory and selected demographic, personal, social, and environmental variables. 
Preparing to teach and experimentation are the most important resources for learning 
new material in the workplace and in contrast, professional writing, committee service, 
and professional organizations are the least important. This conclusion was based on 
learning resources being used by the Pennsylvania business teachers are positively 
correlated with the level of business teachers self-learning as measured by the Bartlett- 
Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming. The correlation ranged from .322 to .669 for the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and the learning resources.
The peak use time of self-learning resources by business teachers is during the 
school year. This conclusion is based on the positive correlation (.168) of the Bartlett- 
Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming with the amount of time that Pennsylvania business 
educators used self learning resources outside the classroom. Business teachers used 
the self-learning resource outside of the classroom 6-10 hours per week during the 
school year and 3-5 hours per week during the summer.
The sixth objective was to develop a model to explain self-directed learning. 
The examination of personal, social, and environmental variables is necessary to
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develop a true self-directed learning model. Viewing a workplace learner without 
using personal, social, and environmental factors can provide a skewed theoretical 
base for self-directed learning. Self-directed learning in the workplace can be 
measured by personal, social, and environmental factors . These conclusion were 
based on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Leaming and the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Model of Self Directed Workplace Learning (See page 119) which provides a robust 
view of self-leaming in the workplace.
The seventh objective was to determine if selected demographic variables can 
be used to explain a significant amount o f variance in self-directed learning as 
measured by the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning. The learning resources 
explained a significant amount of the variance in self-leaming measured by the 
Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning. Results of a stepwise regression analysis 
(Rf=22.1) of demographic variables on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning 
overall scores support this conclusion. However, the following variables: gender, age, 
years teaching, level of education, whether they were pursuing further business 
education, ethnicity, preference for teaching computer courses, salary, and tenure did 
not explain variance in self-leaming.
Objective eight was to determine if the importance of selected self-leaming 
resources in learning new material for a job can be used to explain a significant 
amount of variance in self-directed learning as measured by the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self-Learning. Experimentation, media, preparing to teach, consultation, 
and electronic media explain a significant amount of variance in self-leaming. This 
conclusion is based on the stepwise regression analysis o f the self-leaming resources
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on the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Leaming in which the four variables 
experimentation, media, preparing to teach, consultation, and electronic media 
explained 31.1 % o f the variance. However variables, professional organizations, 
reading, investigation, discussion, electronic media, suppliers and vendors, personal 
notaking, observation, writing, mentoring, formal courses or workshops, committees, 
library resources, and demonstration did not explain a significant amount o f the 
variance in self-directed learning.
Implications and Recommendations 
This study provides evidence that Pennsylvania business educators are 
moderately strong self-directed learners. Developing personal and social variables in 
pre- and in-service preparation of teachers, and placing them in a supportive 
environment will more likely create a self-directed workplace learner. Teacher 
educators and high school business educators must integrate personal, social, and 
environmental variables, which are related to the self-directed workplace learner, in 
professional preparation programs and more specifically in curriculum design.
The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning considered all three areas of 
personal, social and environmental variables when measuring self-leaming. By 
viewing more than the process and the product o f self-directed learning, as presented 
by Oddi (1984) or Guglielmino (1977) in their instruments, it is possible to build a 
model that considers more factors of a self-directed workplace learner. The model 
developed in this study takes into consideration the learning process of the self­
directed learner (product), and incorporated personal, social, and environmental 
variables that relate to a self-directed workplace learner. Because the instrument was
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developed from a review of literature considering variables related to self-directed 
learning o f adults, it appears that this instrument may also be used to assess the self- 
leaming characteristics of adult learners in other workplace environments.
Further Research
Business teachers in other states need to be examined according to self-directed 
learning levels using the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning to confirm the 
findings o f this study. The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning will provide a 
base of personal, social, and environmental factors that measured self-learning level in 
business educators.
The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory scale had reliability coefficients that 
indicated that the scale needed further examination. The three factors that determined 
the Oddi Continuing Learning Score were a general factor, self-regulation, and avidity 
to reading. The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory had scales that did not 
incorporate any environmental factors; therefore the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self- 
Learning explored this factor. Based on the finding of this study, it appears that 
environmental factors should be incorporated.
The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning should consider minimal 
revisions to improve the reliability of some of the factors that explain self-directed 
learning (See appendix S). A version of the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self- 
Learning should be created to measure self-directed learning in different educational 
setting (university and high school), as well as other environments. If self-directed 
learning research takes a more robust view of the construct by including a multitude of 
factors, a better theoretical base will be built.
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The Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory o f Self-Learning instrument had high estimates 
o f internal consistency; however, the test-retest provided further insight on items that 
may need to be examined to improve the reliability of the instrument. For example, by 
allowing more time between the two administrations of the instrument, it may prove to 
provide a better test-retest procedure.
Finally, comparing the relationship of self-directed learning as measured by 
the Guglielmino Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale (or with other recognized 
scales or instruments related to self-learning) and the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of 
Self-Leaming would further validate the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning 
and its sub-scales.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES THAT HAVE BEEN
STUDIED TO DETERMINE RELATIONSHIPS WITH SELF-DIRECTED





























































Adams, A. (1992) Older adults N N N
Adenuga, B. O. (1989) Adult learners N S S S N
Adkins, D. G. (1996) Women in 
community college N s
Alspach, J. G. (1991) Nursing students S s N N
Arganian, A. E. (1986) Math teachers S
Box, B. J. (1982) Students o f  and 
graduates N N N
Bums, J. H. (1991) Training (sales) N N N N
Cunningham, J. R. 
(1998)
Students o f  and 
graduates s N
Darling, M. E. (1991) Women over 50 N
Diaz, P. C. (1988) Older adults N
Dixon, W. B. (1992) Adult learners S s S
Drake, A. K.(1997) Male and female 
students N
Fontaine, R. H. (1996) Older adults s S S S
Freed, R. L. (1997) Elderly women S s
Frisby, A. J. (1991) Medical school 
students s
Fullerton, F. E. (1998) University students N N
Hall-Johnson, K. J. 
(1985)
Extension agents N N N
Hanford, G. E. (1991) Experienced 
registered nurses N N
(table continued')
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Henry, M.D. (1991) Adults s
Hudspeth, J. H. (1991) Community college 
students S N
Jones, C. J. (1989) Adults N s N
LaPlante, A. (1990) Post RNS N N N
Lee, D. S. (1989) Adults S s
Lee, C. W. (1997) Pregnant women S s S S S S
McCune, S. K. (1988) Meta analysis s S
Morris, S. S. (1995) Non-traditional
students s N N S
Murphy, E. K. (1996) Women S
Palumbo, D. V. (1989) Nursing students s
Ravid, G. (1986) Workplace s s
Redding, T. R. (1997) Amateur radio 
operators s s S
Rhee, K. A. (1997) Graduate students s
Roberts, D. G. (1986) Workplace N s N N
Shelley, R. (1991) Adults s s N
Singh, P. B. (1993) Community groups N N N
Varlejs, J. (1996) Librarians s S
Wood, J. (1994) Evening school 
students S
Young, L. D. (1985) Undergraduate
students N N
Note. S= Significant. N=Non-Significant.
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF PERSONAL VARIABLES THAT HAVE BEEN STUDIED TO
DETERMINE RELATIONSHIPS WITH SELF-DIRECTED LEARNING OR

































































Fullerton, F. E. (1998) University students
Nuckles, C. R. (1997) Adult students •
Rhee, K. A. (1997) Graduate students s
Lee, C. W. (1997) Pregnant (critical
life event) S
Stipp, D. M. (1997) Business education
leaders
Fontaine, R. H. (1996) Older adults S
Rakes, S. B. (1991) Adult learners S
Posner, F.G.(1989) High school
students s S
McCune, S. K. (1988) Meta analysis S
East, J. M. (1986) Older adults S
Sandsbury, F. C. (1996) Extension agents s
Skaggs, B. J .  (1981) Nurses S
Young, L. D. (1985) Undergraduate
students S
Gossman, D. C. (1995) Technical workers s
Wilson-Lavetta, J. E. Undergraduate
(1992) students s
Adams, A. (1992) Older adults N
Note. S= Significant. N=Non-Significant.
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Nuckles, C. R. (1997) Adult students N
Lee, C. W. (1997) Pregnant (critical 
life event) s
Redding, T. R. (1997) Amateur radio 
operators S
Garver, C. R. (1996) Non-supervisory 
patrol officers N S
Stipp, D. M. (1997) Business education 
leaders s
Adkins, D. G. (1996) Women in 
community college S
Freed, R. L. (1997) Elderly women S
Elder, R. W. (1997) University faculty




Darling, M. E. (1991) Women over 50 S
Stipe, D. K. (1987) Nursing students s
Jones, C. J. (1989) Adults S
McCune, S. K. (1988) Meta analysis S




Murphy, E. K. (1996) Women S
Gossman, D. C. (1995) Technical workers S
Wood, J. (1994) Evening school 
students S




Note. S= Significant. N=Non-Significant.
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF SOCIAL VARIABLES THAT HAVE BEEN STUDIED TO
DETERMINE RELATIONSHIPS WITH SELF-DIRECTED LEARNING OR












































































Nuckies, C. R. (1997) Adult students S
Lee, C. W. (1997) Pregnant
(critical life
event) S
Redding, T. R. (1997) Amateur radio
operators S
Stipp, D. M. (1997) Business
education
leaders S s s S
McCune, S. K. (1988) Meta analysis S
Arganian, A. E. (1986) Math teachers s
^ote. S= Significant. N=Non-Significant.
158
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX D
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES THAT HAVE BEEN
STUDIED TO DETERMINE RELATIONSHIPS WITH SELF-DIRECTED









































































Chien, M.(1998) University students S
Melczarek, R. J. (1996) High school students S
Garver, C. R. (1996) Non-supervisory 
patrol officers S
Stipp, D. M. (1997) Business education 
leaders S
Elder, R. W. (1997) University faculty S
Hanford, G. E. (1991) Experienced 
registered nurses N
Bums, J. H. (1991) Training (sales) N
Henry, M.D. (1991) Adults N
Hudspeth, J. H. (1991) Community college 
students S
Darling, M. E. (1991) Women over 50 S
Alspach, J. G. (1991) Nursing students S
Rakes, S. B. (1991) Adult learners N
Watson, G. L. (1991) Computer end-users S
LaPlante, A. (1990) Post ms N s
Stipe, D. K. (1987) Nursing students N
Posner, F. G. (1989) High school students S S S
Lee, D. S. (1989) Adults S
Jones, C. J. (1989) Adults S
McCune, S. K. (1988) Meta analysis s S
Young, D. J. (1986) Workplace managers s
Hall-Johnsen, K. J. (1985) Extension agents s
Skaggs, B. J. (1981) Nurses s
Murphy, E. K. (1996) Women S S
Varlejs, J. (1996) Librarians S
Roberts, D. G.(1986) Workplace s  1
Note. S= Significant. N=Non-Significant.
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APPENDIX E
PERMISSION TO USE ODDI CONTINUING LEARNING INVENTORY
L I  £ sir f 3E ASKSLKEHT
Lorys'F. Oddi (Li'ct-r.KOr) hereby grants a license under the 
Copyright on the Oddi Continuing-Learnany ^ inventory (OCLI> to  the 
U-hdCrsigned Licenses on the .-following terms, and conditions:
1. The license"is granted only -for use of the QCL 
research to be. .undertaken;-by., the Licensee as specified in the 
tPSearch ^proposal provided herewith-by', the Licenses.
In
2- 'The license is  granted on a roya lty—free basic 
provi dedr the C1CLI: is u s e d  'only.ifor---.the-:.specified research. Any u« 
..OCLI for other -purposes - is  -s tric tly /p roh ib ited  without the 
Oppress awnitten authorisation- of -the'-=Licensor. *
•£•<:•••• 3. - The Licensee ; shall..".include the following .*
■Sfcattement-rin -any w ritten  report .(published '.or communicated to  
others) Sof.-the research -undertaken - with.-the.use of the OCL1: "For
the fpurposes o f-th is  research, v.a r'oyalty-^free - copyright license ft 
ths".use''ibf- the OCLI was granted by .Lcrys. F.- Oddi . "
4-- The Licensee -sh'alI-.provide Licensor with .a co; 
o-f • the. < inal version of any 'w ritten report (publ ished'or . 
Communicated to  others) of the research undertaken with the use o 
th e . OCLI. I T im s  o F  TH-£~ £ > & £ .}  y v ,u t . fJO T  B £  /?<F £><
t> i "B£ Vd/v2i j -O&j-e'c.t~3  iAS>&b iaJ tH/3 3 7 V iy .
5. The Licensee shall provide Licensor with item 
scores and demographic data, which shall be used only for further 
development of the OCLI.
AGREED th is  • day j CkLXiLOf-jL
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APPENDIX F
PERMISSION TO USE MSLQ
L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
a: cffc/ E Z u c z t - . a n  •  C o l l e g e  o t  A g r i c u l t u r e
RECEIVED
September 15. 1998
SEP 2 1 1998
D EAN’S  OFFICE
Dr. Paul R. Pintrich 
1323 School of Education 
610 East University Avenue 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48109
Dear Dr. Pintrich:
I request permission to use the "Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire 
(MSLQ)’ in my dissertation research and subsequent activities. I also  request 
permission to modify the questionnaire by deleting items, adding items, and/or 
modifying existing items to fit the objectives of my research  and subsequent activities. 
Full credit will be given to you as  the source of the items that I elect to use  or modify for 
use in my research both in my dissertation and in any academ ic m anuscripts that a re  
produced from my research and subsequent activities. It is my understanding that you 
have the authority to give this release on behalf of your fellow authors and the National 
Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and  Learning.
Your support of my research is appreciated. If you have questions, p lease  call me at 
504-388-5748.
Sincerely,
Jam es E. Bartlett, II 
Doctoral Student
A n rtrrt\/o H ’
Dr. Paul R. Pintrich Date
’ I f  C « M  y d l f f  J f * f
S  I *  t  f t  «* S  f • e ft a T £ductff>0* • 4; 
11  I  ti *  e  t  • © i* •  / * tf « i  r r > c» f t fw
I : * • U r i ’ I M  J / < l  •  f a x  S 0 * / i S 9 - i T S i
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APPENDIX G 
INITIAL LETTER SENT FOR FIELD TEST I
DATE
«final_mailing2."school d istric t"»
«final_mailing2. "first and last n a m e "»
«final_m ailing2.address»
«final_m ailing2.city», «final_m aiiing2.state» «final_m ailing2 .zip»
Dear <<final_mailing2."first nam e"» :
I would like to introduce myself as the newest faculty member o f the Business 
Education and Office Information Systems Department at Bloomsburg University. My 
background in business education started with my Bachelors and Masters degree from 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania. I have taught in the public school system at 
Norwin High School in Pennsylvania and Indiana University o f Pennsylvania before 
returning to pursue my doctoral degree at Louisiana State University.
This letter is requesting your help in the completion of the final requirement 
(dissertation research) of my doctoral degree. You are one o f a small group of 
Pennsylvania business teachers selected to participate in a study to investigate how 
business educators learn once they reach the classroom. Business education is an 
exciting and rapidly changing field. The results of this study will be used to improve 
how we prepare business educators to be self-directed and life-long learners in 
business education.
I have enclosed a diskette survey and self addressed stamped envelope. To use the 
diskette survey, place the diskette in drive A and ,for Windows 3.x go to DOS, type 
arsurvey.exe, and press return or for Windows 95 or 98, go to the start button, then 
select run, type arsurvey.exe, and click on ok. Please complete the survey and return it 
by DATE. Your privacy will be kept throughout this process and your responses will 
be kept confidential.
THANK YOU for your time and help in completing this research. If you have any 
questions or concerns please contact me at 570-389-4109 or by e-mail at 
jbartii@aol.com.
Sincerely,
James E. Bartlett, II 
Assistant Professor
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APPENDIX H 
FIELD TEST I
Examination of Self-Learning 
of Pennsylvania Business Teachers
How do business teachers learn so much new material in a
rapidly changing world?
Copyright ©  1999 by James E. Bartlett, H
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Booklet Number
Business Teacher Information
Please read the following questions and either (V*) your response or provide the best 
answer.
1. Gender: __Female  Male (Please V one)
2. Please identify your highest level of education: (Please -f one)
 4 Year College Degree  Doctoral Degree
 Masters Degree __Other (please specify:____________________)
 Master Plus 30 or Specialist Certificate/Degree
3. Are you currently seeking further education in Business Education?
 Y es No (Please V one)
4. Please indicate the number of years you have taught business education (count
this school year):____ Years
5. Do you have tenure?  Yes  No (Please -T one)
6 . Please identify your ethnicity: (Please V one)
 African American  Asian  Caucasian  Hispanic
 Native American  Other (please specify:___________________)
7. Do you prefer to teach computer courses rather than other business courses? 
 Yes  No (Please V one)
8 . Please indicate your teaching salary based on the current school year.
$ ,000
9. What was your age as o f your last birthday?  Years
10. Please identify your marital status: (P leased one)
 Married  Single  Divorced / Separated  Widowed
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The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory
Purpose: The following set o f 24 statements is designed to collect information on 
how you approach personal learning. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers to 
these statements. Rather, you should indicate on the scale provided how much you 
agree or disagree that each item describes your behavior.
How to Respond: Read each item and choose the response number that best indicates 
how much you agree or disagree that the item describes your behavior. Do not think 
too long about the statement. Your first reaction will usually be your most accurate 
response. If you have difficulty responding, select the one response that is least 
objectionable and move on.
Please select only ONE response to every statement.
Please respond to EVERY statement.
How to Mark Your Responses: To mark your response, find the number of the 
response that best describes how much you agree that the item describes you.
7 - STRONGLY AGREE. You would agree most of the time.
6 - MODERATELY AGREE. You would frequently agree.
5 - SLIGHTLY AGREE. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SLIGHTLY DISAGREE. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - MODERATELY DISAGREE. You would frequently disagree.
1 - STRONGLY DISAGREE. You would disagree most of the time.
The OCLI was duplicated with permission o f  Lorys Oddi.
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1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 Items 1-24 are from the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory. The Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory is available from: 
Lorys Oddi
303 Greenwood Acres Drive 
DeKaib, EL 60115
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 76
7 1 2 ->j 4 5 6 7
8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22 1 2 4 5 6 7
23 1 2 ■*> 4 5 6 7
24 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Bartlett’s Inventory of Self Learning (BISL) c
Please circle one number for each question to indicate the extent the statement 
describes you. For example, circle “ I" if the statement is not true o f you or circle a “7" 
statement if it is very true o f you.
7 - TRUE OF ME MOST OF THE TIME. You would agree most o f  the time.
6 - OFTEN TRUE OF ME. You would frequently agree.
5 - SELDOM TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SELDOM NOT TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - OFTEN NOT TRUE OF ME. You would frequently disagree.

















































































1. I my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I 1 ? 3 4 5 6 7can learn new things.
2. In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my 1 9 3 A 5 6 7
curiosity, even if they are difficult to learn.
3 . The most satisfying thing for me in this job is
trying to understand the content of my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
related materials as thoroughly as possible.
4. In my job, when I have the opportunity, I
choose assignments that I can learn from 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
even if they don’t guarantee a reward.
5. Getting a reward in this job is the most 1 9 9 4 f . 7
satisfying thing for me right now. J
6. The most important thing in my job for me 1 2 *■> 4 5 6 7
right now is improving my overall status.
7. I want more rewards in this job than most o f 1 'I 4 c 7
of my colleagues receive. 1 L J D o /
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8. I want to do well in this job because it is 
important to show my ability to my family, 
friends, employers, or others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. If I study in appropriate ways, then I will be 
able to learn the material for the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. It is my own fault if  I don’t leam the material 
for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. If  I try hard enough to leam, then I will 
understand job related material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. If I don’t understand the job related material, 
it is because I didn’t try hard enough to leam 
the material.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. I believe I should receive an excellent job 
appraisal on my current job. 1
2 3 4 5 6 7
14. I’m certain I can understand the most 
difficult material presented when reading 
business education professional journals.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. I’m confident I can understand basic concepts 
in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. I’m confident I can understand the most 
complex material in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my 
work assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. I expect to do well in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. I’m certain I can master any new skills my 
job requires. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. Considering the difficulty of this job and my 
skills, I think I do well in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. I am usually able to leam new material for 
my job when I can concentrate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22. I make good use of my time to study new 
material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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23. I find it hard to stick to a schedule to leam 
material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. I have a regular place set aside to leam for 
my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. I make sure to keep up with weekly duties 
and assignments for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. I find I do not spend very much time learning 
new material because o f  other activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. I rarely find time to read about new materials 
in my field. 1 2 J 4 5 6 7
28. I often feel so lazy or bored when I study 
material for my job that I quit before I finish 
what I had planned to do.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. I work hard to do well in this job even if I 
don’t like what I am doing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. When work is difficult, I give up or only do 
the easy parts of my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. I set goals to leam new materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
32. Even though some work related material is 
dull and uninteresting, I manage to keep 
working until I finish.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
33. I am involved with peer learning when I leam 
at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
34. My co-workers encourage me to leam new 
work related materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
35. When learning material for my job, I often try 
to explain the material to colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
36. I try to work with other colleagues from my 
department or others departments to 
complete assignments.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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37. When learning new materials, I set aside time 
to discuss the material with a group of 
colleagues from my field.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
38. Even though I have trouble learning material 
for this job, I try to do the work on my own, 
without help from others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
39. When learning new material for my job, I ask 
others to clarify concepts that I don’t 
understand.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
40. When I cannot understand material for this 
job, I will ask another colleague for help. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
41. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help 
if  necessary. 1 2
-vJ 4 5 6 7
42. I am successful in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
43. I perceive myself as having strong work 
related knowledge. 1 2 4 5 6 7
44. I have excellent work performance. 1 2 "> 4 5 6 7
45. My colleagues would rate me excellent in my 
job performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
46. My immediate supervisor would rate me as 
excellent on my work evaluations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
47. My supervisors/administrators provide time 
for me to leam new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
48. My supervisors/administrators encourage me 
to leam new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
49. My supervisors/administrators provide
funding for me to leam new topics related to 
my job.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
50. I am able to change my habits and procedures 
to stay productive in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
51. 1  have the power to make changes in my 
workplace. 1
2 3 4 5 6 7
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52. I have access to current technology in my 
workplace.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
53. I prefer to use technology in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory®
Please circle the appropriate number on The Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory to 
show how important the following resources are in learning new material for your 
job.
1 - MOST OF THE TIME UNIMPORTANT. You would most of the time find it unimportant.
2 - OFTEN UNIMPORTANT. You would frequently find it unimportant.
3 - SELDOM UNIMPORTANT. You would occasionally find it unimportant.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can't really agree or disagree with the item.
5 - SELDOM IMPORTANT. You would occasionally find it important.
6 - OFTEN IMPORTANT. You would frequently find it important.



































































1. Professional Organizations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 . Reading 1 2 -> 4 5 6 7
->
J. Investigation (Examples: Visits to technology 
vendors, business and industry field trips, 
visits to other schools)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 . Discussion (Examples: Informal conversations 
with colleagues & other professionals, 
parents, students, advisory committees, 
employers)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 . Media (Examples: Audio tapes, T.V., video 
tapes) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 . Electronic Media (Examples: E-mail, listserv, 
Internet) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Suppliers & vendors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Personal notetaking 1 2 nJ 4 5 6 7
9 . Experimentation (learning by doing) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10 . Observation (watching a colleague) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 7 2



































































11. Consultation (formal interactions
professionals in which specific advise is 
sought)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Teaching (preparing for classroom 
instruction/presentations) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Writing (Examples: preparing articles, 
newsletters, reports or curriculum materials) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Mentoring (Serving as support and/or 
information resource) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Formal courses or workshops 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. Committees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Library Resources 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. Demonstrations (Examples: Watching 
peer/colleague teaching, software 
demonstrations)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Please indicate below the amounts o f time you spend learning with the above 
activities, (consider teachers work between a 50 and 60 hour work week)
19. During the school year, how many hours a week do you use the above 18 learning resources? 
 hours




P lease  re tu rn  to:
Jam es E. Bartlett, II, Bloomsburg University 
Business Education and Office Information 
System s Department, 216 Sutclif Hall 
Bloomsburg, PA 17815
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APPENDIX I
FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD FOR FIELD TEST I, FIELD TEST II, AND STUDY
If  you have completed your packet examining the self-learning of business educators 
in the classroom, I would like to thank you. If you have not, please complete the 
survey and return it today.
I know from my experience, as a high school business teacher, that your time is limited 
and very valuable. However, it is important for you to respond. The results of this 
research will be used to improve business teacher education programs.
If you have not completed your survey, I would like to encourage you to do so NOW. 
Please take a few minutes and complete the packet and return it to me by DATE.
Thank you for you assistance. I appreciate your help in completing this project.
Thank You,
James E. Bartlett, II
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APPENDIX J
FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT WITH FIELD TEST II AND STUDY
DATE
«final_m ailing2 . "school district"»
«final_m ailing2 ."first and last nam e"»
«final_m ailing2 .address»
«final_m ailing2 .c ity » , «final_mailing2 .s ta te »  «final_mailing2 .z ip »
Dear «final_mailing2. "first nam e"» :
If you have completed the survey you received on how business educators leam once 
they reach the classroom, I would like to thank you! If you have not, please complete 
and return the enclosed survey today. Your responses are important and will make a 
difference to the results of this research.
I do understand that as a teacher, your time is limited and very valuable. In a fast 
paced day, even individuals with the best intentions may have misplaced or not had the 
time to complete their surveys. Please help us understand how business educators are 
dealing with this rapidly changing field. The results of this study will be used to 
improve how we prepare business educators to be self-directed and life-long learners 
in business education.
I have enclosed a diskette survey and self addressed stamped envelope. To use the 
diskette survey, place the diskette in drive A and ,for Windows 3.x go to DOS, type 
arsurvey.exe, and press return or for Windows 95 or 98, go to the start button, then 
select run, type a:survey.exe, and click on ok. Please complete the survey and return it 
by DATE. Your privacy will be kept throughout this process and your responses will 
be kept confidential.
THANK YOU for your time and help in completing this research. If you have any 
questions or concerns please contact me at 570-389-4109 or by e-mail at 
jbartii@aol.com.
Sincerely,
James E. Bartlett, II 
Assistant Professor
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APPENDIX K
INITIAL LETTER FOR FIELD TEST II AND STUDY
DATE
«final_m ailing2 ."school d is tric t"»
«final_m ailing2 ."first and last n a m e "»
«final_m ailing2 .address»
«final_m ailing2 .c ity » , «final_m ailing2 .s ta te»  «final_m ailing2 .z ip »
Dear «final_mailing2."first n am e"» :
I would like to introduce myself as the newest faculty member of the Business 
Education and Office Information Systems Department at Bloomsburg University. My 
background in business education started with my Bachelors and Masters degree from 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania. I have taught in the public school system at 
Norwin High School in Pennsylvania and Indiana University of Pennsylvania before 
returning to pursue my doctoral degree at Louisiana State University.
This letter is requesting your help in  the completion of the final requirement 
(dissertation research) of my doctoral degree. You are one o f a small group of 
Pennsylvania business teachers selected to participate in a study to investigate how 
business educators leam once they reach the classroom. Business education is an 
exciting and rapidly changing field. The results of this study will be used to improve 
how we prepare business educators to be self-directed and life-long learners in 
business education.
I have enclosed a survey and self addressed stamped envelope. Please complete the 
survey using the directions on the packet and return it by DATE. Your privacy will be 
kept throughout this process and your responses will be kept confidential.
THANK YOU for your time and help in completing this research. If you have any 
questions or concerns please contact me at 570-389-4109 or by e-mail at 
jbartii@aol.com.
Sincerely,
James E. Bartlett, II 
Assistant Professor
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APPENDIX L 
INSTRUMENT USED IN FIELD TEST II
Examination of Self-Learning 
of Pennsylvania Business Teachers
How do business teachers learn so much new material in a 
rapidly changing world?
Copyright °  1999 by James E. Bartlett, II
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Booklet Number
Business Teacher Information
Please read the following questions and either (V) your response or provide the best 
answer.
1. Gender:  Female____Male (Please if one)
2 . Please identify your highest level of education: (Please V* one)
 4 Year College Degree__Doctoral Degree
 Masters Degree __Other (please specify:___________________)
 Master Plus 30 or Specialist Certificate/Degree
3. Are you currently seeking further education in Business Education?
 Yes  No (Please V one)
4. Please indicate the number o f years you have taught business education (count this
school year):____Years
5. Do you have tenure?  Yes  No (Please /  one)
6 . Please identify your ethnicity: (Please V one)
 African American  Asian  Caucasian  Hispanic
 Native American  Other (please specify:__________________)
7. Do you prefer to teach computer courses rather than other business courses?
 Yes  No (Please V one)
8 . Please indicate your teaching salary based on the current school year. $____,000
9. What was your age as of your last birthday?  Years
10. Please identify your marital status: (Please /  one)
 Married  Single  Divorced / Separated  Widowed
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The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory
Purpose: The following set o f 24 statements is designed to collect information on 
how you approach personal learning. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers to 
these statements. Rather, you should indicate on the scale provided how much you 
agree or disagree that each item describes your behavior.
How to Respond: Read each item and choose the response number that best indicates 
how much you agree or disagree that the item describes your behavior. Do not think 
too long about the statement. Your first reaction will usually be your most accurate 
response. If you have difficulty responding, select the one response that is least 
objectionable and move on.
Please select only ONE response to every statement.
Please respond to EVERY statement.
How to Mark Your Responses: To mark your response, find the number of the 
response that best describes how much you agree that the item describes you.
7 - STRONGLY AGREE. You would agree most o f the time.
6 - MODERATELY AGREE. You would frequently agree.
5 - SLIGHTLY AGREE. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SLIGHTLY DISAGREE. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - MODERATELY DISAGREE. You would frequently disagree.
1 - STRONGLY DISAGREE. You would disagree most of the time.
The OCLI was duplicated with permission o f  Lorys Oddi.
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l I 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 Items 1- 24 are from the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory. The Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory is available from: 
Lorys Oddi
303 Greenwood Acres Drive 
DeKalb, LL 60115
l 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
9 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
10 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
14 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
15 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
16 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
17 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
18 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
19 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
20 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
21 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
22 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
23 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
24 I 2 3 4 5 6 7
25 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
26 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27 l 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Bartlett’s Inventory of Self Learning (BISL) °
Please circle one number for each question to indicate the extent the statement describes you. For 
example, circle “1" if the statement is not true of you or circle a “7" statement if it is very true of you.
7 - TRUE OF ME MOST OF TP£E TIME. You would agree most of the time.
6 - OFTEN TRUE OF ME. You would frequently agree.
5 - SELDOM TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SELDOM NOT TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - OFTEN NOT TRUE OF ME. You would frequently disagree.




































































l. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I can 
leam new things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my curiosity, even 
if they are difficult to leam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. It is satisfying for me to understand the content of my 
job related materials as thoroughly as possible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. In my job, I choose tasks that I can leam from, even if 
they don’t guarantee a reward. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. In my job, improving my overall status is an important 
thing in for me right now. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. I want more rewards in this job than most of my 
colleagues receive. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. I want to do well in this job because it is important to 
show my ability to my family, friends, employers, or 
others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. I am able to leam the material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. It is my responsibility to leam new material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10.If I try hard enough to leam, I will understand job 
related material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11.If I don’t’ understand the job related material, it is 
because I didn’t try hard enough to leam the material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12.I’m confident I can understand basic concepts in my 
job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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13. I’m confident I can understand the most complex 
material in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my work 
assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. I expect to do well in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. I’m certain I can master any new skills my job requires. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Considering the difficulty of this job and my skills, I 
think I do well in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. I am usually able to leam new material for my job 
when I can concentrate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. I make good use of my time to study new material for 
my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. I find it hard to follow a time schedule to leam 
material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21.1 make sure to keep up with weekly duties and 
assignments for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22. I find I do not spend very much time learning new 
material because of other activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. I rarely find time to read about new materials in my 
field. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24 When I study material for my job, I quit before I finish 
learning the material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. When I have a task to do, I do the easy parts first. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. I set goals to leam new materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. I strive to fulfill all goals I set even though some are 
difficult. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. I set goals to leam new knowledge related to my job. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. In my job, I can identify new materials I need to leam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. Even though I don’t like tasks, I do well on them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. I am involved with peer learning when I leam at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
32. My co-workers encourage me to leam new work 
related materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
33. When learning material for my job, I often try to 
explain the material to colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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34. I try to work with other colleagues from my department 
or others departments to complete assignments. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
35. When learning new materials, I set aside time to 
discuss the material with colleagues. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
36. When learning new material for my job, I ask others to 
clarify concepts that I don’t understand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
37. When I cannot understand material for this job, I will 
ask another colleague for help. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
38. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help if 
necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
39. I am successful in my job. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
40. I perceive myself as having strong work related 
knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
41.1 have excellent work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
42. My colleagues would rate me excellent in my job 
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
43. My immediate supervisor would rate me as excellent 
on my work evaluations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
44. My supervisors/administrators provide time for me to 
leam new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
45. My supervisors/administrators encourage me to leam 
new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
46. My supervisors/administrators provide funding for me 
to leam new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
47. I am able to change my habits and procedures to stay 
productive in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
48. I have the power to make changes in my workplace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
49. 1 have support from n:y organization to be innovative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
50. My organization supports attempt to change the 
organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
51. My organization encourages opportunities to leam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
52. I have access to current technology in my workplace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
53. I prefer to use technology in my job. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
54. I prefer to use computers to leam new material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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55. I enjoy using the Internet to leam new material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
56. Technology improves my performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory®
Please circle the appropriate number on The Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory to show how 
important the following resources are in learning new material for your job.
1 - MOST OF THE TIME UNIMPORTANT. You would most of the time find it unimportant.
2 - OFTEN UNIMPORTANT. You would frequently find it unimportant.
3 - SELDOM UNIMPORTANT. You would occasionally find it unimportant.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can't really agree or disagree with the item.
5 - SELDOM IMPORTANT. You would occasionally find it important.
6 - OFTEN IMPORTANT. You would frequently find it important.





































































1. Professional Organizations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Investigation (Examples: Visits to technology vendors, 
business and industry field trips, visits to other schools) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Discussion (Examples: Informal conversations with 
colleagues & other professionals, parents, students, 
advisory committees, employers)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Media (Examples: Audio tapes, T.V., video tapes) I 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Electronic Media (Examples: E-mail, listserv, Internet) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Suppliers & vendors I 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Personal notetaking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Experimentation (learning by doing) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Observation (watching a colleague) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Consultation (formal interactions professionals in 
which specific advise is sought) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Preparing to teach (classroom instruction/presentations) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Writing (Examples: preparing articles, newsletters, 
reports or curriculum materials) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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14. Mentoring (Serving as support and/or information 
resource) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Formal courses or workshops 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. Committees I 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Library Resources 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. Demonstrations (Examples: Watching peer/colleague 
teaching, software demonstrations) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Please check the amount of time you spend learning with the 
work between a 50 and 60 hour work week)
19. During the school year, how many hours a week do you u 
above outside the classroom?
_0 hr_1-2 hrs__3-5 hrs_6-10 hrs_11-15 hrs__16-1
hrs
20. During the school year, how many hours a week do you u 
the classroom?
_0 hr _1-2 hrs__3-5 hrs_6-10 hrs_11-15 hrs__16-
hrs
21. How much time do you spend using the above 18 learning 
summer?


















































James E. Bartlett, II
Bloomsburg University
Business Education and
Office Information Systems Department
238 Sutlif Hall
Bloomsburg, PA 17815 ft2
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APPENDIX M
FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT WITH FIELD TEST II AND STUDY
DATE
«final_mailing2 ."school d is tric t"»
«final_mailing2 . "first and last n am e"»
«final_mailing2 .add ress»
«final_m ailing2 .c ity » , «final_m ailing2.s ta te »  «final_m ailing2 .z ip »
Dear «final_mailing2."first nam e"» :
If you have completed the survey you received on how business educators learn once 
they reach the classroom, I would like to thank you! If  you have not, please complete 
and return the enclosed survey today. Your responses are important and will make a 
difference to the results o f this research.
I do understand that as a teacher, your time is limited and very valuable. In a fast 
paced day, even individuals with the best intentions may have misplaced or not had the 
time to complete their surveys. Please help us understand how business educators are 
dealing with this rapidly changing field. The results o f this study will be used to 
improve how we prepare business educators to be self-directed and life-long learners 
in business education.
I have enclosed another survey and self addressed envelope. Please complete the 
survey, following the directions on the packet and return it by DATE. Your privacy 
will be kept throughout this process and your responses will be kept confidential.
THANK YOU for your time and help in completing this research. If you have any 
questions or concerns please contact me at 570-389-4109 or by e-mail at 
jbartii@aol.com.
Sincerely,
James E. Bartlett, II 
Assistant Professor
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APPENDIX N
BARTLETT-KOTRLIK INVENTORY OF SELF LEARNING (AS USED IN
STUDY)
Examination of Self-Learning 
of Pennsylvania Business Teachers
How do business teachers learn so much new material in a 
rapidly changing world?
Copyright@ 1999 by James E. Bartlett, II
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Booklet Number_______
Business Teacher Information
Please read the following questions and either (V) your response or provide the best answer. 
Booklet Number_______
Business Teacher Information
Please read the following questions and either (V) your response or provide the best answer.
1. Gender: __Female  Male (Please ■/ one)
2. Please identify your highest level of education: (Please V one)
 4 Year College Degree_Doctoral Degree
 Masters Degree __Other (please specify:___________________ )
 Master Plus 30 or Specialist Certificate/Degree
3. Are you currently seeking further education in Business Education?
 Yes  No (Please V one)
4. Please indicate the number o f years you have taught business education (count this 
school year):____Years
5. Do you have tenure?  Yes  No (Please V one)
6 . Please identify your ethnicity: (Please -f one)
 African American  Asian  Caucasian  Hispanic
 Native American  Other (please specify:___________________)
7. Do you prefer to teach computer courses rather than other business courses?
 Yes  No (Please V one)
8. Do you have access to current technology in my workplace?
 Yes  No (Please tF one)
9. Please indicate your teaching salary based on the current school year. $___ ,000
10. What was your age as of your last birthday?  Years
11. Please identify your marital status: (Please V one)
 Married  Single  Divorced /  Separated  Widowed
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The Oddi Continuing Learning Inventory
Purpose: The following set of 24 statements is designed to collect information on 
how you approach personal learning. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers to 
these statements. Rather, you should indicate on the scale provided how much you 
agree or disagree that each item describes your behavior.
How to Respond: Read each item and choose the response number that best indicates 
how much you agree or disagree that the item describes your behavior. Do not think 
too long about the statement. Your first reaction will usually be your most accurate 
response. If you have difficulty responding, select the one response that is least 
objectionable and move on.
Please select only ONE response to every statement.
Please respond to EVERY statement.
How to Mark Your Responses: Mark your response with a circle, find the number of 
the response that best describes how much you agree that the item describes you.
7 - STRONGLY AGREE. You would agree most o f the time.
6 - MODERATELY AGREE. You would frequently agree.
5 - SLIGHTLY AGREE. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SLIGHTLY DISAGREE. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - MODERATELY DISAGREE. You would frequently disagree.
1 - STRONGLY DISAGREE. You would disagree most o f the time.
The OCLI was duplicated with permission o f  Lorys Oddi.
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1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 Items 1- 24 are from the Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory. The Oddi Continuing 
Learning Inventory is available from: 
Lorys Oddi
303 Greenwood Acres Drive 
DeKalb, IL60115
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 I 2 3 4 5 6 7
12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Bartlett’s Inventory of Self Learning (BISL) 0
Please circle one number for each question to indicate the extent the statement 
describes you. For example, circle “ 1" if  the statement is not true o f you or circle a “7" 
i f  the statement is very true of you.
7 - TRUE OF ME MOST OF THE TIME. You would agree most of the time.
6 - OFTEN TRUE OF ME. You would frequently agree.
5 - SELDOM TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SELDOM NOT TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - OFTEN NOT TRUE OF ME. You would frequently disagree.

















































































1. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so 
I can learn new things. 1 2
-9
J 4 5 6 7
2 . In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my i 9 7 A f . 7
curiosity, even if they are difficult to learn. J o /
3 . It is satisfying for me to understand the
content of my job related materials as 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
thoroughly as possible.
4 . In my job, I choose tasks that I can learn 1 A C /L n
from, even if they don’t guarantee a reward. I z . J 4 J o /
5 . In my job, improving my overall status is an 1 9 'I A f . 7
important thing for me right now. 0 J u /
6 . I want more rewards in this job than most of
1 ? 3 4 5 6 7my colleagues receive.
7 . I want to do well in this job because my 
success is important to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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8 . I am able to learn the material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. It is my responsibility to learn new material 
for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. If I try hard enough to learn, I will 
understand job related material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. I’m confident I can understand basic 
concepts in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. I’m confident I can understand the most 
complex material in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on 
my work assignments. I 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. I expect to do well in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. I am successful in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. I perceive myself as having strong work 
related knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. I have excellent work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. I’m certain I can learn any new skills my job 
requires. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. I am usually able to learn new material for 
my job when I can concentrate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20 . I make good use of my time to learn new 
material for my job. 1 2 4 5 6 7
21 . I follow a time schedule to learn material for 
my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22 . I keep up with the duties for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. I find I do not spend very much time learning 
new material because of other activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. I rarely find time to read about new materials 
in my field. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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25. When I study material for my job, I quit 
before I finish learning the material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. When I have a task to do, I do the easy parts 
first. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. I set goals to learn new materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. I strive to fulfill all goals I set even though 
some are difficult. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. I set goals to learn new knowledge related to 
my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. In my job, I can identify new materials I need 
to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. Even though I don’t like tasks, I do well on 
them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
32. I am involved with peer learning when I 
learn at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
33. My co-workers encourage me to learn new 
work related materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
34. When learning material for my job, I often 
try to explain the material to colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
35. I try to work with other colleagues from my 
department or other departments to complete 
assignments.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
36. When learning new materials, I set aside 
time to discuss the material with colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
37. When learning new material for my job, I 
ask others to clarify concepts that I don’t 
understand.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
38. When I cannot understand material for this 
job, I will ask another colleague for help. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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39. I try to identify colleagues I can ask for help 
if  necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
40. My departmental colleagues would rate me 
excellent in my job performance. 1 2 D 4 5 6 7
41. My immediate supervisor would rate me as 
excellent on my work evaluations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
42. Colleagues in my organization would rate 
me excellent in my job performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
43. My supervisors/administrators provide time 
for me to learn new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
44. My supervisors/administrators encourage me 
to learn new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
45. My supervisors/administrators provide
funding for me to learn new topics related to 
my job.
1 2 4 5 6 7
46. I am able to change my habits to stay 
productive in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
47. I have the power to make changes in my 
workplace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
48. I have support from my organization to be 
innovative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
49. My organization supports attempts to change 
the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
50. My organization encourages opportunities to 
learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
51. I prefer to use technology in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
52. I prefer to use computers to learn new 
material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
53. I enjoy using the Internet to learn new 
material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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54. Technology improves my performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
55. I regularly read materials on the Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory®
Please circle the appropriate number on The Bartlett Learning Resource Inventory to 
show how important the following resources are in learning new material for your 
job.
1 - MOST OF THE TIME UNIMPORTANT. You would most of the time find it unimportant.
2 - OFTEN UNIMPORTANT. You would frequently find it unimportant.
3 - SELDOM UNIMPORTANT. You would occasionally find it unimportant.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can't really agree or disagree with the item.
5 - SELDOM IMPORTANT. You would occasionally find it important.
6 - OFTEN IMPORTANT. You would frequently find it important.
7 - MOST OF THE TIME IMPORTANT. You would most of time find it important





































































1. Professional Organizations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 . Reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Investigation (Examples: Visits to technology 
vendors, business and industry field trips, 
visits to other schools)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Discussion (Examples: Informal conversations 
with colleagues & other professionals, 
parents, students, advisory committees, 
employers)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Media (Examples: Audio tapes, T.V., video 
tapes) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 . Electronic Media (Examples: E-mail, listserv, 
Internet) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Suppliers & vendors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 . Personal notetaking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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9. Experimentation (learning by doing) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 0 . Observation (watching a colleague) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Consultation (formal interactions with 
professionals in which specific advice is 
sought)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12 . Preparing to teach (classroom 
instruction/presentations) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 3 . Writing (Examples: preparing articles, 
newsletters, reports or curriculum materials) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Mentoring (Serving as support and/or 
information resource) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15 . Formal courses or workshops 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16 . Committees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17 . Library Resources 1 2 nJ 4 5 6 7
18 . Demonstrations (Examples: Watching 
peer/colleague teaching, software 
demonstrations)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please check the amount o f time you spend learning with the above activities, 
(consider teachers work between a 50 and 60 hour work week)
19. During the school year, how many hours a week do you use the 18 learning resources listed 
above outside the classroom?
 0 hr_1-2 hrs__3-5 hrs_6-10 hrs 11-15 hrs__16-20 hrs _21-25 hrs  more than 25
hrs
20. During the school year, how many hours a week do you use the above 18 learning resources in 
the classroom?
 0 hr 1-2 hrs 3-5 hrs_6-10 hrs__11-15 hrs__16-20 hrs_21-25 hrs  more than 25
hrs
21. How much time do you spend using the above 18 learning resources in a typical week in the 
summer?
 0 hr_l-2hrs__3-5 hrs_6-10 hrs 11-15 hrs 16-20hrs  21-25hrs  morethan25
hrs
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Is there anything else you would like to tell me about how you use self-directed learning? If 
so, please use the space below for that purpose. Also, any comments you wish to make that 
you think may help us in future efforts to understand self-directed learning will be 
appreciated.
Thanks!!
P lea se  re tu rn  to:
Jam es E. Bartlett, II 
Bloomsburg University
Business Education and
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APPENDIX O 
TEST-RETEST BASED ON STUDY
Bartlett Inventory of Self-Learning




Final Follow-up on how business teachers learn so much 
new material in a rapidly changing world?
Copyright 1999 by James E. Bartlett, II
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Bartlett’s Inventory of Self Learning (BISL) c
Please circle one number for each question to indicate the extent the statement 
describes you. For example, circle “1" if the statement is not true of you or circle a “7" 
if  the statement is very true o f you.
7 - TRUE OF ME MOST OF THE TIME. You would agree most of the time.
6 - OFTEN TRUE OF ME. You would frequently agree.
5 - SELDOM TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally agree.
4 - UNDECIDED. You can’t really agree or disagree with the item.
3 - SELDOM NOT TRUE OF ME. You would occasionally disagree.
2 - OFTEN NOT TRUE OF ME. You would frequently disagree.

















































































1. In my job, I prefer tasks that challenge me so I
1 ? 3 4 5 6 7can learn new things.
2. In my job, I prefer tasks that arouse my i 9 A f. 7
curiosity, even if they are difficult to learn. J o
3 . It is satisfying for me to understand the
content of my job related materials as 1 2 4 5 6 7
thoroughly as possible.
4 . In my job, I choose tasks that I can learn from, 1 9 A c (L 7
even if they don’t guarantee a reward. J- J D O /
5. In my job, improving my overall status is an
2 3 A 5 6 7
important thing for me right now.l
6 . I want more rewards in this job than most of 1 ? 3 4 s 6 7my colleagues receive.
7 . I want to do well in this job because my
1 ? 3 4 5 6 7success is important to others.
8 . I am able to learn the material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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9. It is my responsibility to learn new material 
for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. If  I try hard enough to leam, I will understand 
job related material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. I’m confident I can understand basic concepts 
in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. I’m confident I can understand the most 
complex material in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on my 
work assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14.1 expect to do well in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15.1 am successful in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16.1 perceive myself as having strong work 
related knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17.1 have excellent work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. I’m certain I can leam any new skills my job 
requires. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19.1 am usually able to leam new material for my 
job when I can concentrate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 0 .1 make good use o f my time to leam new 
material for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21.1 follow a time schedule to leam material for 
my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 2 .1 keep up with the duties for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23.1 find I do not spend very much time learning 
new material because of other activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24.1 rarely find time to read about new materials 
in my field. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. When I study material for my job, I quit 
before I finish learning the material.
2 3 4 5 6 7
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26. When I have a task to do, I do the easy parts 
first. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27.1 set goals to leam new materials. 2 3 4 5 6 7
28.1 strive to fulfill all goals I set even though 
some are difficult. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29.1 set goals to leam new knowledge related to 
my job. 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. In my job, I can identify new materials I need 
to leam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. Even though I don’t like tasks, I do well on 
them. 2 3 4 5 6 7
32.1 am involved with peer learning when I leam 
at work. 2 3 4 5 6 7
33.My co-workers encourage me to leam new 
work related materials. 2 3 4 5 6 7
34. When learning material for my job, I often try 
to explain the material to colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
35.1 try to work with other colleagues from my 
department or other departments to complete 
assignments.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
36. When learning new materials, I set aside time 
to discuss the material with colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
37. When learning new material for my job, I ask 
others to clarify concepts that I don’t 
understand.
2 3 4 5 6 7
38. When I cannot understand material for this 
job, I will ask another colleague for help. 1 2 j 4 5 6 7
39.1 try to identify colleagues I can ask for help if 
necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
40. My departmental colleagues would rate me 
excellent in my job performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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41. My immediate supervisor would rate me as 
excellent on my work evaluations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
42. Colleagues in my organization would rate me 
excellent in my job performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
43.My supervisors/administrators provide time 
for me to leam new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
44. My supervisors/administrators encourage me 
to leam new topics related to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
45. My supervisors/administrators provide 
funding for me to leam new topics related to 
my job. 1
1 2 4 5 6 7
46.1 am able to change my habits to stay 
productive in m yjob.l 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
47.1 have the power to make changes in my 
workplace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
48.1 have support from my organization to be 
innovative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
49. My organization supports attempts to change 
the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
50. My organization encourages opportunities to 
leam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
51.1 prefer to use technology in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
52.1 prefer to use computers to leam new 
material. 1 3 4 5 6 7
53.1 enjoy using the Internet to leam new 
material. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
54. Technology improves my performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
55.1 regularly read materials on the Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Is there anything else you would like to tell me about how you use self-directed learning? If 
so, please use the space below for that purpose. Also, any comments you wish to make that 
you think may help us in future efforts to understand self-directed learning will be 
appreciated.
THianks!!
P lea se  return  to:
J a m e s  E. B a rtle tt, II 
Bloomsburg University
B usiness Education and




Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX P
INITIAL LETTER SENT FOR TEST-RETEST PHASE
DATE
«final_mailing2 ."school d istric t"»
Business Education Department 
<<final_mailing2 ."first and last n am e"»
«final_mailing2 .address»
«final_mailing2 .c ity » , «final_m ailing2 .s ta te»  «final_m ailing2 .z ip »
Dear «final_mailing2. "first nam e"» :
PLEASE HELP!!!!! I would like to thank you for completing my survey on how 
business teachers leam once they reach the classroom. I realize teachers are a very 
busy group of individuals. This letter is to request your help in carrying out the last 
and final step of my dissertation research. I am requesting you take a few minutes 
today and complete a smaller two page packet I have enclosed. This packet will take 
you much less time to complete than the previous packet on business teachers 
self-learning.
The reason I am requesting you complete the enclosed packet is to verify instrument 
reliability. Unfortunately, the only true measure of instrument reliability, does the 
instrument measure the same each time, is a procedure called test-retest. You are one 
of the Pennsylvania business teachers that can participate in the test-retest procedure. 
The results of completing this survey will confirm the reliability of the self-learning 
instrument. The reliability o f the self-learning instrument is essential in using it to 
prepare business educators to be self-directed and life-long learners in business 
education.
I have enclosed a survey and self addressed stamped envelope. Please follow the 
directions on the packet and return the completed survey by DATE. Your privacy will 
be kept throughout this process and your responses will be kept confidential.
Again, I would like to sincerely THANK YOU for your time and help in completing 
my dissertation research. If you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 
570-389-4109 or by e-mail atjbartii@aol.com.
Sincerely,
James E. Bartlett, II 
Assistant Professor
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APPENDIX Q
FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD FOR TEST-RETEST PHASE
If you have completed your packet examining the self-learning of business educators 
in the classroom, I would like to thank you. If  you have not, please complete the 
survey and return it today.
I know from my experience, as a high school business teacher, that your time is limited 
and very valuable. However, it is important for you to respond. The results o f  this 
research will be used to improve business teacher education programs.
If you have not completed your survey, I would like to encourage you to do so NOW. 
Please take a few minutes and complete the packet and return it to me by DATE.
Thank you for you assistance. I appreciate your help in completing this project.
Thank You,
James E. Bartlett, II
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APPENDIX R
FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT FOR TEST-RETEST PHASE
DATE
«final_mailing2."school district"»
Business Education Department 
«final_mailing2."first and last name"»
«final_mailing2.address»
«final_mailing2.city», «final_mailing2.state» «final_mailing2.zip»
Dear «final_mailing2."first nam e"» :
If you have completed the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self Learning (BISL) survey, 
the two page booklet you received two weeks ago, I would like to thank you! If you 
have not, please complete and return the enclosed packet today. Your responses are 
important and essential in the completion o f my dissertation research.
This is the last and final step o f data collection in my dissertation research. I am 
requesting you take a few minutes today and complete the small two page packet I 
have enclosed. This packet will take you much less time to complete than the previous 
larger packet on self-learning in business teachers.
The reason I am asking you to complete this follow-up packet on the Bartlett-Kotrlik 
Inventory of Self Learning (BISL) is to establish instrument reliability. The only 
method that can be used to do this is test-retest. The instrument reliability, does the 
instrument measure the same each time, is important. You are one of the Pennsylvania 
business teachers that can participate in the test-retest procedure. The results of 
completing this survey will confirm the reliability of this instrument. To use the BISL 
in preparing business educators to be self-directed and life-long learners in business 
education it must be proven reliable.
I have enclosed a survey and self addressed stamped envelope. Please follow the 
directions on the booklet and return the completed survey by DATE. Your privacy 
will be kept throughout this process and your responses will be kept confidential.
THANK YOU for your time and help in completing this research. If you have any 
questions or concerns please contact me at 570-389-4109 or by e-mail at 
jbartii@aol.com.
Sincerely,
James E. Bartlett, II 
Assistant Professor
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APPENDIX S
CHANGES IN BARTLETT-KOTRLIK INVENTORY OF SELF-LEARNING 
QUESTIONS DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT
The development o f the Bartlett-Kotrlik Inventory of Self-Learning
Field Test I Field Test II Final Study
1. I my job, I prefer tasks 
that challenge me so I 
can learn new things.
1. In my job, I prefer 
tasks that challenge 
me so I can learn new 
things.
1. In my job, I prefer 
tasks that challenge 
me so I can learn new 
things.
2 In my job, I prefer 
tasks that arouse my 
curiosity, even if they 
are difficult to learn.
2. In my job, I prefer 
tasks that arouse my 
curiosity, even if  they 
are difficult to learn.
2. In my job, I prefer 
tasks that arouse my 
curiosity, even if they 
are difficult to learn.
3. The most satisfying 
thing for me in this job 
is trying to understand 
the content of my job 
related materials as 
thoroughly as 
possible.
3. It is satisfying for me 
to understand the 
content of my job 




3. It is satisfying for me 
to understand the 
content o f my job 
related materials as 
thoroughly as 
possible.
4. In my job, when I have 
the opportunity, I 
choose assignments 
that I can learn from 
even if they don’t 
guarantee a reward.
4. In my job, I choose 
tasks that I can learn 
from, even if they 
don’t guarantee a 
reward.
(Reworded)
4. In my job, I choose 
tasks that I can learn 
from, even if they 
don’t guarantee a 
reward.
5. Getting a reward in 
this job is the most 
satisfying thing for me 
right now.
Deleted
6 . The most important 
thing in my job for me 
right now is improving 
my overall status.
5. In my job, improving 
my overall status is an 
important thing in for 
me right now.
(Reworded)
5. In my job, improving 
my overall status is an 
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7. I want more rewards 
in this job than most 
of my colleagues 
receive.
6. I want more rewards 
in this job than most 
o f my colleagues 
receive.
6. I want more rewards 
in this job than most 
of my colleagues 
receive.
8 . I want to do well in 
this job because it is 
important to show my 
ability to my family, 
friends, employers, or 
others.
7. I want to do well in 
this job because it is 
important to show my 
ability to my family, 
friends, employers, or 
others.
7. I want to do well in 
this job because my 
success is important to 
others.
(Reworded)
9. If I study in
appropriate ways, then 
I will be able to learn 
the material for the 
job.
8. I am able to learn the 
material for my job. 
(Reworded)
8. I am able to learn the 
material for my job.
10. It is my own fault if I 
don’t learn the 
material for my job.
9. It is my responsibility 
to learn new material 
for my job. 
(Reworded)
9. It is my responsibility 
to learn new material 
for my job.
11. If I try hard enough to 
learn, then I will 
understand job related 
material.
10. If I try hard enough to 
learn, I will 
understand job related 
material.
(Reworded).
10. If I try hard enough to 
learn, I will 
understand job related 
material.
12. If I don’t understand 
the job related 
material, it is because 
I didn’t try hard 
enough to learn the 
material.
11. If  I don’t’ understand 
the job related 
material, it is because 
I didn’t try hard 
enough to learn the 
material.
Deleted
13.1 believe I should 
receive an excellent 
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14. I’m certain I can 







15. I’m confident I can 
understand basic 
concepts in my job.
12. I’m confident I can 
understand basic 
concepts in my job.
11. I’m confident I can 
understand basic 
concepts in my job.
16. I’m confident I can 
understand the most 
complex material in 
my job.
13.I’m confident I can 
understand the most 
complex material in 
my job.
12. I’m confident I can 
understand the most 
complex material in 
my job.
17. I’m confident I can do 
an excellent job on my 
work assignments.
14. I’m confident I can do 
an excellent job on my 
work assignments.
13. I’m confident I can do 
an excellent job on my 
work assignments.
18.1 expect to do well in 
my job.
15.1 expect to do well in 
my job.
14.1 expect to do well in 
my job.
19. I’m certain I can 
master any new skills 
my job requires.
16. I’m certain I can 
master any new skills 
my job requires.
18. I’m certain I can learn 
any new skills my job 
requires.
(Reworded)
20. Considering the 
difficulty of this job 
and my skills, I think I 
do well in my job.
17. Considering the 
difficulty of this job 
and my skills, I think I 
do well in my job.
16.1 perceive myself as 
having strong work 
related knowledge.
2 1 .1 am usually able to 
learn new material for 
my job when I can 
concentrate.
18.1 am usually able to 
learn new material for 
my job when I can 
concentrate.
19.1 am usually able to 
learn new material for 
my job when I can 
concentrate.
2 2 .1 make good use of my 
time to study new 
material for my job.
19.1 make good use of my 
time to study new 
material for my job.
2 0 .1 make good use of my 
time to learn new 
material for my job.
(table continued')
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23.1 find it hard to stick to 
a schedule to learn 
material for my job.
20.1 find it hard to follow 
a time schedule to 
learn material for my 
job.
21.1 follow a time 
schedule to leam 
material for my job. 
(Reworded)
24.1 have a regular place 
set aside to learn for 
my job.
Deleted
25.1 make sure to keep up 
with weekly duties 
and assignments for 
my job.
21.1 make sure to keep up 
with weekly duties 
and assignments for 
my job.
22 .1 keep up with the 
duties for my job. 
(Reworded)
26.1 find I do not spend 
very much time 
learning new material 
because o f other 
activities.
22.1 find I do not spend 
very much time 
learning new material 
because o f other 
activities.
23.1 find I do not spend 
very much time 
learning new material 
because o f other 
activities.
27.1 rarely find time to 
read about new 
materials in my field.
23.1 rarely find time to 
read about new 
materials in my field.
24.1 rarely find time to 
read about new 
materials in my field.
28.1 often feel so lazy or 
bored when I study 
material for my job 
that I quit before I 
finish what I had 
planned to do.
24. When I study material 
for my job, I quit 
before I finish learning 
the material.
(Reworded)
25. When I study material 
for my job, I quit 
before I finish learning 
the material.
29.1 work hard to do well 
in this job even if I 
don’t like what I am 
doing.
25. When I have a task to 
do, I do the easy parts 
first.
(Reworded)
26. When I have a task to 
do, I do the easy parts 
first.
30. When work is
difficult, I give up or 
only do the easy parts 
of my job.
Deleted
31.1 set goals to learn new 
materials.
26.1 set goals to learn new 
materials.
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27.1 strive to fulfill all 
goals I set even though 
some are difficult. 
(New)
28.1 strive to fulfill all 
goals I set even though 
some are difficult.
28.1 set goals to leam new 
knowledge related to 
my job.
(New)
29 .1 set goals to leam new 
knowledge related to 
my job.
29. In my job, I can
identify new materials 
I need to leam.
(New)
30. In my job, I can
identify new materials 
I need to leam.
32. Even though some 
work related material 
is dull and 
uninteresting, I 
manage to keep 
working until I finish.
30. Even though I don’t 
like tasks, I do well on 
them.
(Reworded)
31. Even though I don’t 
like tasks, I do well on 
them.
33.1 am involved with 
peer learning when I 
leam at work.
31.1 am involved with 
peer learning when I 
leam at work.
32 .1 am involved with 
peer learning when I 
leam at work.
34. My co-workers
encourage me to leam 
new work related 
materials.
32. My co-workers
encourage me to leam 
new work related 
materials.
33. My co-workers
encourage me to leam 
new work related 
materials.
35. When learning
material for my job, I 
often try to explain the 
material to colleagues.
33. When learning
material for my job, I 
often try to explain the 
material to colleagues.
34. When learning
material for my job, I 
often try to explain the 
material to colleagues.
36.1 try to work with 
other colleagues from 
my department or 
others departments to 
complete assignments.
34. 1 try to work with 
other colleagues from 
my department or 
others departments to 
complete assignments.
35 .1 try to work with 
other colleagues from 
my department or 
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37. When learning new 
materials, I set aside 
time to discuss the 
material with a group 
of colleagues from my 
field.
35. When learning new 
materials, I set aside 




36. When learning new 
materials, I set aside 
time to discuss the 
material with 
colleagues.
38. Even though I have 
trouble learning 
material for this job, I 
try to do the work on 
my own, without help 
from others.
Deleted
39. When learning new 
material for my job, I 
ask others to clarify 
concepts that I don’t 
understand.
36. When learning new 
material for my job, I 
ask others to clarify 
concepts that I don't 
understand.
37. When learning new 
material for my job, I 
ask others to clarify 
concepts that I don’t 
understand.
40. When I cannot 
understand material 
for this job, I will ask 
another colleague for 
help.
37. When I cannot 
understand material 
for this job, I will ask 
another colleague for 
help.
38. When I cannot 
understand material 
for this job, I will ask 
another colleague for 
help.
41.1 try to identify 
colleagues I can ask 
for help if necessary.
38.1 try to identify 
colleagues I can ask 
for help if necessary.
39.1 try to identify 
colleagues I can ask 
for help if necessary.
42.1 am successful in my 
job.
39. 1 am successful in my 
job.
15.1 am successful in my 
job.
43.1 perceive myself as 
having strong work 
related knowledge.
40.1 perceive myself as 
having strong work 
related knowledge.
Deleted
44.1 have excellent work 
performance.
41.1 have excellent work 
performance.
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45. My colleagues would 
rate me excellent in 
my job performance.
42. My colleagues would 
rate me excellent in 
my job performance.
40. My departmental 
colleagues would rate 




supervisor would rate 
me as excellent on my 
work evaluations.
43. My immediate
supervisor would rate 
me as excellent on my 
work evaluations.
41. My immediate
supervisor would rate 
me as excellent on my 
work evaluations.
42. Colleagues in my 
organization would 
rate me excellent in 
my job performance 
(New)
47. My supervisors/ 
administrators provide 
time for me to leam 
new topics related to 
my job.
44. My supervisors/ 
administrators provide 
time for me to leam 




time for me to leam 
new topics related to 
my job.
48. My supervisors/ 
administrators 
encourage me to leam 
new topics related to 
my job.
45. My supervisors/ 
administrators 
encourage me to leam 
new topics related to 
my job.
44. My supervisors/ 
administrators 
encourage me to leam 
new topics related to 
my job.
49. My supervisors/ 
administrators provide 
funding for me to 
leam new topics 
related to my job.
46. My supervisors/ 
administrators provide 
funding for me to 
leam new topics 
related to my job.
45. My supervisors/
administrators provide 
funding for me to 
leam new topics 
related to my job.
50.1 am able to change 
my habits and 
procedures to stay 
productive in my job.
47.1 am able to change 
my habits and 
procedures to stay 
productive in my job.
46.1 am able to change 
my habits to stay 
productive in my job. 
(Reworded)
51.1 have the power to 
make changes in my 
workplace.
48.1 have the power to 
make changes in my 
workplace.
47.1 have the power to 
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49.1 have support from 
my organization to be 
innovative.
(New)
48.1 have support from 
my organization to be 
innovative.
50. My organization 




49. My organization 
supports attempts to 
change the 
organization.
51. My organization 
encourages 
opportunities to leam. 
(New)
50. My organization 
encourages 
opportunities to leam.
52.1 have access to 
current technology in 
my workplace.
52.1 have access to 




53.1 prefer to use
technology in my job.
53.1 prefer to use
technology in my job.
51.1 prefer to use
technology in my job.
54.1 prefer to use 
computers to leam 
new material. 
(New)
52.1 prefer to use 
computers to leam 
new material.
55. 1 enjoy using the 
Internet to leam new 
material.
(New)
53. 1 enjoy using the 
Internet to leam new 
material.
56. Technology improves 
my performance. 
(New)
54. Technology improves 
my performance.
55. 1 regularly read 
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